
2.1.7 Responses to Comments from Individuals 

Letter 
Number Commentor 

IN-01 Elizabeth and Brian Merrick 

IN-02 Edward Beutel 

IN-03 Marcia Wilkins 

IN-04 John Whittaker 

IN-05 William D. Nordhaus 

IN-06 Patricia Patterson Hauck 

IN-07 Thornton H. Lathrop 

IN-08 Kenneth Fox 

IN-09 Patricia Liano 

IN-1 0 Ann Carter 

IN-I I James C. Dunlop 

IN-12 Verna 0. Lilburn 

IN-1 3 Peter Bergen and Tony DuMula 

IN-14 Tamara Fowls and Sarosh Wahla 

IN-1 5 Robert Fromer 

IN-16 Warren Spehar 

IN-1 7 Scott Carlin 

IN-1 8 Marian Phillips 

IN-1 9 Leigh Russo 

IN-20 Robert W. Ramage 

IN-21 Syma Ebbin 

IN-22 No name (accession no. 200701235068) 

IN-23 Lenore Stelzer 

IN-24 Hugh MacLean 

IN-25 Michael Theiler 

IN-26 No name (accession no. 200701245018) 

IN-27 Diane Scully 

IN-28 Chad M. Lyons 

IN-29 Maureen Ward 

IN-30 Berman Family 

IN-31 Andrew and Elizabeth Greeene 

IN-32 Rose Perasa 

IN-33 Ann Marie Testa 

IN-34 Heather Cusack 

IN-35 David Kiremidjian 

IN-36 Nick Madden 



Responses to Comments from Individuals (continued) 

Letter 
Number Commentor 

IN-37 Nick Kapatos 

IN-38 C. Thomas Paul 

IN-39 Franklin Bloomer 

IN-40 Stephen T. Tettlebach 

IN-41 Sarah Sorenson 

IN-42 Naomi Myers 

IN-43 Stephen Myers 

IN-44 Franis Rober Denig 

IN-45 Creig Peterson 

IN-46 John C. Baal 

IN-47 Philip Berns 

IN-48 Jason Mancini 

IN-49 Roger D. Flood 

IN-50 Elizabeth Raisbeck 

IN-51 Douglas Hill 

IN-52 Catherine Smith 

IN-53 Christopher Zurcher 

IN-54 Pat Lunden 

IN-55 Denise Ulrich 

IN-56 Kevin Ward 

IN-57 Marge Acosta 

IN-58 Marge Acosta 

IN-59 Jerry Shaw 

IN-60 Peter Brown 

IN-61 Thomas Cleveland 

IN-62 Barry Gorfain 
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I - The final EIS has been expanded to incorporate the results of recent field 
studies, additional literature, and technical comments. Throughout the 
process, we have received input and review by federal, state, and local 
agencies; organizations; academia; the private sector; and the public. 
Where a choice between ~lausible scenarios to evaluate was available. we 
have generally examined the "worst" or most impactive scenario. In 
addition, Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has been expanded based on a 
third-party review of the potential extent, magnitude, and duration of 
impacts to the seafloor and benhc  community. 

I N 1-2 As discussed in Section 4.0, the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of 
alternatives to the proposed Broadwater Project that could provide 
projected natural gas and other energy demands of the New York City, 
Long Island, and Connecticut markets. These alternatives include energy 
conservation; renewable energy sources, including wind and tidal power; 
and other existing and proposed LNG terminal and pipeline projects. 
However, it should be understood that the infrastructure needed to use 
alternative energy sources requires a proponent willing to fund its 
construction and operation. Whle conservation is theoretically an 
attractive alternative, available technical information documents that it is 
not sufficient to meet the region's growing energy demands. 

I N 1-3 AS noted in response to comment W1-1, the final EIS has been updated 
based on additional information. In accordance with NEPA, the text 
incorporates the techmcal determinations made by federal and state agency 
experts on the expected impacts of the proposed Project regarding the 
identified resources such as federally listed species (FWS and NMFS - 
Protected Resources Division), and safety and security (Coast Guard). 
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I N2- 1 Based on additional input from local experts from academia, federal and 
state agencies, and the private sector, the final EIS has been expanded to 
more completely describe the environmental setting as it pertains to 
identification and evaluation of potential impacts to Long Island Sound. 

I N2-2 Potential impacts to tourism and recreational industries are addressed in 
Sections 3.5.5.1, 3.6.8.2, and3.6.8.3 ofthe finalEIS. 

I N2-3 The Wading River public meeting was one of nine meetings held by FERC 
for public input. It was the only meeting that experienced the problems you 
have described. The public comment meeting site was selected based on 
two prima~y criteria. First, we used the same school and meeting room for 
the public scoping meetings and experienced no problems. We typically 
tsy to use the same venue again for public convenience. Second, we 
wished to provide the best geographc location for interested parties. When 
we solicited feedback on the public scoping meetings, the Wading River 
Middle School was singled out as most convenient. We did make inquiries 
about the Wading River High School, but it was unavailable. At any rate, 
we did screen several sites in the area over a period of several months prior 
to the comment meeting. The decision was not rushed. However, there is 
no doubt that the meeting structure would have benefited from the use of a 
larger venue. As we stated in the public notice for the meetings and several 
times during the meetings, there is no limitation for the submittal of written 
comments and written comments are given equal weight to verbal 
comments expressed at the public meetings. 
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I N3- 1 Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to incorporate additional 
detail regarding previous projects that used similar plowing methods and 
the degree to which seafloor contours were restored. 

I N3-2 Section 2.3.1.3 of the final EIS discusses specific details regarding YMS 
installation and associated pile-driving. FERC recommends that 
Broadwater coordinate with NMFS to minimize impacts to marine 
resources, including threatened and endangered species, from pile-driving 
because NMFS has the authority and jurisdiction to determine appropriate 
mitigation and protective measures. Specific information on the occurrence 
and habitats of threatened and endangered species is provided in 
Section 3.4 of the final EIS. 

I N3-3 As discussed in Section 3.4.1.1 of the final EIS, the North Atlantic right 
whale seldom occurs in Long Island Sound. Section 3.4.1.2 of the final 
EIS provides an updated discussion of right whale avoidance measures. In 
addition, as discussed in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, the proposed 
Project would result in less than a 1-percent increase in the vessel traffic in 
Long Island Sound. Sections 3.3.2.2 (fisheries), 3.3.4.2 (marine mammals), 
and 3.4.1.1 (threatened and endangered species) of the final EIS discuss 
potential impacts to marine resources from noise. These sections also 
describe appropriate measures to avoid and minimize potential impacts 
associated with construction and operation of the proposed Project. 

I N3-4 Based on ichthyoplankton surveys, four EFH-managed species occur in the 
Project area. Water intakes would affect less than 0.1 percent of the total 
standing crop of the central basin of Long Island Sound. FERC 
coordinated with NMFS in preparing the EIS and the EFH assessment to 
evaluate potential impacts on EFH and associated species. The final EIS 
and EFH assessment (Appendix J of the final EIS) incorporate the specific 
technical input provided by NMFS. 
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I N3-6 The final EIS has been expanded to address public concerns, more fully 
assess the potential impacts of the proposed Project, and refine appropriate 
mitigation to avoid and minimize environmental impacts in accordance 
with NEPA. 

I N3-7 The potential impacts discussed throughout the final EIS are based on the 
best information available, using established scientific methods based on 
input from techmcal experts and federal, state, and local agencies. 

I N3-8 Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to reflect recent approvals 
of LNG projects in the Northeast. The NGA and EPAct of 2005 require 
FERC to review applications for LNG terminals that are onshore or in state 
waters, irrespective of the number of applications received, approved, or 
rejected. The number of projects proposed withn a particular region is 
some indication of the strength of the future demand. The market then 
determines whch and how many terminals are built within a particular 
region. 

I N3-9 Thank you for your comment. We have described the need for the Project 
in Section 1.1 of the final EIS. 
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I ~ 4 -  1 In addition to the quote provided in the comment, Section 3.7.1.4 of the 
final EIS indicates that FERC expects to require that Broadwater 
incorporate into the Project the recommendations made by the Coast Guard 
in Sections 4.6.1.2 and 8.4.1 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS). If 
authorized, it is expected that Coast Guard would require Broadwater to 
schedule LNG carrier transits to minimize impact to other waterway users, 
to the extent practical, as recommended by the Coast Guard in Section 8.4 
of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS). 

As described in Section 3.4.1.1 of the final EIS, any speed restrictions to 
protect right whales would be implemented seaward of Long Island Sound 
and would not apply to vessels in the Race because right whales seldom 
occur in nearshore waters, such as the Race or Long Island Sound. 
Therefore, the estimated LNG carrier transit speeds presented in the EIS 
were not contradicto~y. However, the issue of speed restrictions and other 
measures to protect right whales has been updated in Section 3.4.1.1 of the 
final EIS. 

Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS has been updated to address the impacts to 
commercial lobstermen, trawlers, and hand line fishermen due to the 
proposed moving safety and security zones around LNG carriers as they 
enter and exit the Sound. Ths  analysis considers the potential that other 
large vessels entering or exiting the Race may alter their course, taking 
them through areas with high lobster pot density. 
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I N4-2 Please see our response to comment W4-1. 

IN4-3 Sections3.5.5.2,3.6.8.1,and3.7.1.4havebeenrevisedinthefinalEISto 
provide additional information on potential impacts to lobster fishermen. 
In addition, we have added the Connecticut Commercial Lobsterman's 
Association to the mailing list for the final EIS. 

I N4-4 Thank you for your comment. We have revised the final EIS to provide 
more detail on t h s  potential impact and hopefully have addressed your 
concerns. 
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.Xi 1 .im nu1 inncemed u1ll11112 LSG plalfolnl rheW lIlo~e1et l a n  ~ m c ~ ~ 1  artil Ule 
pasiage of LNG tr~kvorvals and U~err aeerwnpan%rng iricurty~on~s lhrangh t h ~  younds 
T onrneirlv tklr 

lorscs tai boll1 m) c i w  and mo - 
C) L u a r  of lobsl@r gt?drlrom comnercul rlilppng 15 a iunria114 cuman u ~ l h  lub5ln11im, 

and d ~ e  psicage afdrcs; d ~ q  dr& LKbwssds wiU cateult~ inncaseitas prnM~nl 
I N4-5 Please see our response to comment IN4-1. 
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UN ITED STATES O F  AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMlSlON 

BROADWATER LNG PROlECT 
Brmd~vater Eiirrgy LLC and Broadwater Pi~utlu~e LLC 

Docskt.t No  CPUS-5.1 
For flit. dt tentrcnl of Gdb 3, PJ-l 1.3 

Background on this Con~nient 

I The Fpderal Ene rp ,~  Regu lairtry Cnnimlssinn ("FERC") has asked for cnrnments on 
h e  Bra+dwakr Energy LNG prc~jed .for h11g Islexnci Scsund ('Brodciwater"] 
Brcradwatrr weks prrntrssron 1s ccmsiruct a iloatrig str-rage aanl? re ~;a~rTicat~mn 
unrl (FSRU) and to supply Uxal w ~ l h  LNG h k c r s  Ll-~nl.rv~lulcl trdnsil Long Isl,u~d 
Snmci and U-ie adjdtrnt wii&rs. The FSRU wnu Id LY %tahnne~l un Limg l s ld~~d  
Souild apprnx1rrrali4 y 12 mi1i.s trorn Nmv Havolh Comccticut I suhniiL L ~ P  
foUawmg mnm\en.t on mr ow11 kkliaU It IS not fmanceii or supported by at? 
entrty, and does itot rppresent ally oi t b ~  ~ ~ ~ s t i t ~ t i o n s  triltlt w h ~ d t  1 am athirated 

Aiti-mat;ve Energy System3, $P Pdnel on Poky Ikithcatlons of Gree~diouse 
Warmrng the Commrttee on YatronaiStattstrcs, and Lhe Cotnn~rttep ~3x1 the 
Imph~allitirs :c>r 51ei1ic dr~d Sucrcty 01 Abrupl C l r~na t~  C~MLI~C. I arn Chc auII~c~r o i  

- I -  
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h I heva m i d d  in Me Slate of Cannsticut m w  UP te& cmtlnm19 sim 1959 in 
the bmm af Ewndenand New Haven, During tbt tjme, I h w  I&& on, atra&ed, 
arid q a y d  Long klarrd %and as  am@^ ~ n w g y ~ d a a d m a f  ZWWCEI id 

the U~Ped SMW, It is mt Mlly l f ~  -@ ~fD@?t  D W O ~ . ~  a d  
presrmlptide f'utum emmmtic berre& fox fie obmtadiies b t  adjafntt, bat it ~~ 
hets imprrtant Rnd m~umtifia%le eilvSranmmt%l m d  ~efhetir: impmtmce fm 

I kase studid Dmfh Emirmtal Iqaefi S&&mnt <I?ETt7) ppared by LIE 
Federal Bnmgy E.sg&toory C-muniwim1 FmCh s & M  that, "A find p p m d  
will 'be granle-d if, aCler a considertilion oIboEh en-enf;ilmd narr 
envhtmmtal isma, FWC Bn& l b t  p w m d  Frajact is mmiatanl: with the 
p N c  h t t m s t " z  M E-t acldresses whathw the BwahZwater pnojectis in the 
pubEc bliet-eslaf tke UfLiltd Skirrs and the comurritim h t -adiuiA Lrary: i f i l d  

5, Th13 &mdwat~r ~ K I ~ B B  & mt in IhepUb~ic inYemL It dept7d.e critics& an 
ecl~mdc md ndvimmental $uhidim ehert are nec6&&ry fm ite viftbfkty. More 
ptwi&ly, the Brmdwt~ta~ p"jctrmIi& &hid&n mbawfdiea thtit M g h  the 
appropriation of a publie re&mw Lerr pfi9rsi~ u ~ e  and I h r o u $ h m  msjor 
fi%ks on fhe ptlblic &at me not eovwed by IiWq or in%mmcece It ttmreby uiohk$ 
Ula full-cwt principle that edl stgntIicml a h  md bmefib ~f anacbtl$ &auld be 
rnfkc5k!d ixt the ~EIL"E!s and c&~p$id by m k &  ptrBt5pant.e. 8emm.e it vioItrtk% the 

1 P W ,  DY@ Emironmtd hnpa S&mm WRCXDWATER LNG PROJEfT, Bmctwm 
P n q g  1.L4Cmd $r&a& PipLtne 1.LG &kt  Nea. F F W ,  CR&%KQ and GPDri.B- 
pas EERCjEIS - Dl%DD No- u398, a~dabblo wCD-RQM, Wi2rutd Jarnumy 200a 
E"Ders"), 
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full t7c>st prini~plr i n  major way.;, 1111.; prnlrct 1.; mnlnrg in ihv puhlrc Inlt~r~-.;Lof Urc 
Umted Stdtes .mil uf tht, cunm~unrt~es h i t  cir~~uui Lung Iskind %mtd 

The Tmportince d Full-Cost Pricing in Energy and Envimnment;ll Policy 

6. A malor god ot Iwt1-r env~ron~ i~en td  tind energy po!tcy IY to emure that till impicts 
uf e~o1-1u1-i~~ Lt~hvlty, both n~~irkrt and ~-to~~-n-~drket, shuulci be reflected m the cus t s  

-. - 
mtrrnalii~rs and rlskss Full-rml prli Lnx IS nPc ~ " ~ s a r y  to ensur? that enrSrS;V itnd 

f o r m  ol ~Ix?nergy producho~i, and by ensuring U ~ a t  dl s~gmhdnt env~r~~meixk i l  
cost.; and rrshs are mternair;rrd thrilupih ~gu la t ton ,  Irabrlrty, crr iiwuranre AS will 
hr tn3icatt.d hrltac, these ~ O ' I I S  are vmlated in major ways hy thr Brmdwatcsr 
propit: 

The Central Subsidy b the Bmadwahzr Project 

on a n  enormnus suh tdy  artslng troin l l i~ uncomp~itwted a]-propriatton of a 
public: resource lor  is co~zmtcr~lnl use, Mort. pruclsely, Broadivilicr mvolvcs 
appropr~atmg a I~uge, <mitral, diid stratrgi;lralLy ~myxlrt~ir-rt pdrt of Lcmig 19land 
Sou~-id for privatc. purposes The appopriaLlon 11-volvcq noi only a large cxclusim~ 
zoiw UI the fieighlwrl~md of h e  pktrorn~. wl-u~h will be reinoved &om public use 
a x i l  enjuyrncni and suiyrcl lv ut~kriuwn drgraciat~on Tor an mdcluuts ~ w r ~ o i l  iJT 
hmc: but dlso p r ~ i i t l c  d p p r u ~ r l d b ~ l ~  ot l ~ d n s ~ t  Lones around LNG Lmkers two or 
tr-rree hmeq d week (as ~ i c ? \ v  ~J- tedul~i l )  to p r n ~ l t  sdfe trdnslt 

q h ~ +  IS thr rdhnnalr hrhind mnwng +on a1 LI thi. nc\\ prx c nwr hanr%in+ in tratrsmissron 
txii 1-9, trn C X ~ I ~ I ~ ~ '  HSI L*, t t KC ad\ 01 d t ~ d  d ~ i ~ u t i i  hixi thdt en hrlntx* the (stt~c tent dl101 atlon ,>t . . 
~0lliift.dlllt'd CrlprlClty t h l ~ ~ g h  dPPIUprldtti ~ltrlll\t'k ~ledllltg 121 t l i h ; l r~~~~  The 15bUt.5 01 fiffl-~U~t 
p r 1 m 8 w t h  rcq3'i~ t c ~ ~ ~ ~ v ~ r ~ n n i ~ i i t a l  pcjlir? ~ s r v  ircxwwrd 111 I harlcs Kr~lsiad, ! nrtr:rrnf?,tf~~l 
i"ci~ttorrrarv, Oxlcr~d Oxford Unl\ vrhlk? Prt*\z, 2000 

- 3 - 
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S E f l i r ~ m i  ~tiergy,  t~t-momri-, and k>nv~mx~m~nkl 1701 1ci13s n>quirc illat pu hlrc 
rccour~es be rct,t1ni*d for therrlughicst 'fnd best uses kfmy clfucl~c a ~ d  t'le~ti*iI 
rcptscnktt~vcs m U1c rugiurr d c l j c ~ ~ g  Ltmg Isl,md SOWI~ lravc shied U ~ d t  the 
highest aid nrsi use nf tlip prnpesed site lclr Bmaiiwater 19 to kerp ~t as part nf an  
wxhvicied and undeveliq~ed e~zv~ronrnrntal and eco~-~oi~uc asset Before 
Broadwater r u ~ g c s i ~ ~ l  a~proyriatrt-tg the site lor a larg47-.icale energy phqrrt, thew 
was tru urdl~atttx~ of at1 cvcrlvu~g co~~wiinsus Undl h ~ ~ l t u ~ g  hrgc U I ~ U S ~ ~ I ~ I ~  

rstnisllih~llmts n l  tile m1Llc4le tit Long ?slctnd Sound w ~ ~ s  an cccc vl~tdjlle '~nd usrtul 
way to pursric rri>Ili>rnli. clrvrlopn~i~nt m ihc- rC7glon 

- 
the pr7nv;rtrLahua be ~ ~ i r e i u u y  ai-Idv~eci, that the extent i r t  the p r l v a h ~ e  J resource he 

10 Because Bruk7dtvatc.r ts nipl rotnp~ling for !lie a s s r t  111 the n ~ a r L ~ l  ptiac r, rt 1s I N5- 1 This comment fails to appreciate or chooses to ignore the enormous costs 
recelvm:, n hidden sutxrdy in [he prnv~hlan nf a s ~ b s i d 1 7 ~ d  S I ~  in Long Island mvolved m constructmg and operating an LNG termmal The construction 
Somd If Broadwater tvrre recptrcd to purlhaw t l ~ c "  ecjmvaient sire and t r a ~ s ~ t  costs alone are m the range of three-quarters of a billion dollars Annual 

lN5-1 restrirhonn 11-1 the opei? market, rl wnu Id add an envrmilus sun1 ti? Lhe ct.sts of t l~r  operation costs for purchasing LNG, transportmg it, and regasifymg the 
prnlcrt, and the projc*ct would probably hr ecclnon~ically unvrablc Hn~vcve~, by product are substantial Considering costs and revenues over the proposed 
sltrng t l~r  plant m ~ u l ~ f i c  .l;paio, the costs arp rroinnly hrdden from v~ew but alsn 
pad  for L1zrougll <in oil-huilgct sxrbsrdy by lhusc wlw wrrul l  ~ q u y  the skxi~c and 

lifetime of the proposed Project, the purchase pnce of an onshore terminal 

Hirtrugh nsL'r that neighhtrri 'Ire for~rd tito incur from the pmyct. site would be negligible The proposed location of the FSRU is optlmal for 
two factors the proxnnity to an existing mterstate natural gas pipelme and 

I1 An analn~y \vrll Iiclp ~lluslratc. lhc itnplrcrt subsidy rn Brmdwatcr. Suppsr  a 11rm the separation between operations and population centers 

wuclu<* resource Ncr s m c  firm woulil cvcr mLrhr.+ su& d p~c>p%al, m d  11 1s ur~i~kclv 
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Risk Analysis and Cammowh4ode Failures 

12 The Frhrawater project i~npuses n q u r  rwlis to the country, to Ihe envrro~m~cfit, 
and lo  U-tp cowmunrties surroundt~~g Lhe project T~ILJS(> ricks are irol adi~qualety 
T ~ L W ~ I L ~ L ~  in the DElS The Broaduidter prige~t is the hrst i ies l~i  oUt ib kmd in the 
rvorlrl 5Th13rc arr no rcliablr data on Chi- r~sks arswlataw! wiLh s u i k  n r-~mjtcil . , 

B&'IUS~ %e hdve no actudraal experience \vim bt;lukir pkmb m smular 
entlrtx~menb, dny d5scasnxenb nlust be h<%aeii on Iheorehc'll modeh. 

r 13 R:sk f i3 iy s l s  a a well-estdbhdied held m econoimcs &md decls~on s~iei~ces.~ 

on assurnpl~ons 01 sbl~slical indeq?clndrnr~ ol rnks. {5talntirai tnilcpndi3nrr ic a 
Lochnrial tt*rln lhal tndlralra, lor mamplr~, ihat tht- pmhat~~litp 171 a jw>ser fatlurr 1s 
uniorrr.laLcd w ~ t l r  iht. pri3%dbrllty of major h u r r ~ ~ ~ i n e  ) 

14 It a well-h~cwn m risk grwessn~e~~t ihal inusl rmjor 'scc~dcnts o u u r  hc.cc<lisc r~sks 
are not indepmdmt. Thrs 1s s ~ v n ~ t ~ n i e s  rallpd "rirmmon-mode failul.~," rvhrre the 
fallure raks of mmpol-tenk of syste~m arc not mdtye1~cicz1l7 Mast ofien, coimim- 
~ I I C ) ~ P  tcliluw~ occur when human systems or dc151sinns art5 rnvnlv~d Pt3rIiapc; HIC 
mmi stri kin!; exaniple 0 1  rnmmon mode taii 11 re was the Chernnbyl reac tor 
d~sastcr, w h ~ i l ~  ~nvolvcrl an mhcrpnlly unsafe redclur clcsigll w ~ t l ~  n-iultlple l iun~ai~ 
failures af testme and pr~redures Another rxainple wds the intPr;icbm o i  lev~e 
d c s r g r t  m d  hurrlcanc strcngtk, %r,t~l-tl~l~ led to the ~ ~ ~ u n d a h o n  at NCW Orleans 

NaLloi~l ISe~earch Co~t~ruI, LI~~~ii~~~iunLiiz~ XihX in:ivira+rrg t l ~ ~ t ~ : i r ~ : i  11: it L'111rut I t i l i i  i)h I+-&, 
Nal~orlal A ~ r t d ~ r i i ~  Press, Washmglor~, D.C., 1996 

Tiler fnr cxanjplr W I C angloft, "C ornmoi1 nindrfa>lurr ,maly~ic," 11 I 1 11 tilrvif iirnr-. ,xi 

1%we1 i i y k ? a ~ a i ~ s  di-il h f s t ~ m ~ ,  VoLullle 94 Jan 1975, pp 27 - -32 

I N5-2 The hazards associated with operation of the proposed Project were 
extensively analyzed by FERC, the Coast Guard, and Broadwater using the 
currently recognized best model approach and conservative assumptions. 
The modeling approach used by FERC and the Coast Guard reflects the 
best available methods, conservative assumptions that would err on the side 
of public safety, and the most protective results. In addition, the GAO 
Report (GAO 2007) presented a survey of experts who work in areas 
related to LNG risk, hazards, and consequence modeling. The report 
determined that the primary hazard to the public would be heat from a fire. 
A total of 11 of the 15 experts were of the opinion that current methods for 
estimating LNG fire heat hazard distances are "about right" or too 
conservative. Finally, FERC and the Coast Guard evaluated in detail the 
technologies proposed for the Broadwater Project. While the combination 
of technologies proposed for the Broadwater FSRU have not been 
previously built or operated, the separate LNG receiving, storage, 
regasification, and sendout technologies are proven. The American Bureau 
of Shpping, a certifying entity, reviewed the preliminary design of the 
FSRU and stated the following in a July 27,2005 letter to Broadwater: 
"Whilst the concept of combining a floating re-gasification unit and 
distribution network with a yoke moored LNG hull can be viewed as a first 
time combination of systems, the technologies employed are not in 
themselves novel and are covered by established Rule criteria." 

I N5-3 Please see our response to comment IN5-2. In addition, the methods used 
to estimate consequences are public and follow the highly scrutinized 
current methods for LNG consequence modeling. 

I N5-4 It is incorrect to state that safety and risk management would be left to 
Broadwater and "managed out of sight . . . with no public accountability." 
Broadwater would be required to develop a satisfactory safety and security 
plan as well as an Emergency Response Plan in cooperation with federal, 
state, and local agencies as described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS. If 
the plans are not approved by FERC and the Coast Guard, FERC would not 
provide Broadwater with the additional authorizations necessary for 
construction and operation of the Project. In addition, the Coast Guard 
would periodically inspect the FSRU, the YMS, and the LNG carriers; and 
FERC would conduct annual inspections of the FSRU. If those 
components of the Project do not meet the requirements of the approved 
designs, operating plans, safety and security plans, Emergency Response 
Plan, and other approved Project requirements, FERC would order that 
operation be terminated until the Project is in compliance with all 
requirements. 
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, Gmilysi>.V~t,  the Brunciivatcr prqect  a C% coim~m-mor lc  l'iilurc wnlbng tct 
happen It rs an ~nli~rrrrLly danp,arc~us Lei hnnlogy li has enormous destruclrve 
polenhal 11 ~ s s i l e d  rn thr tntddle uf i11r m c ~ l  valuable real e s h k  tri t l ~ e  world 
There r an be 1-10 ~ o n t a m ~ n ~ n t  m the watms c)f Long Isbnd Soui-t~l if SOITW 

~nlrrr t~scen cvcn! orcu rs t l ~ r c l u ~ h  rcfi~ni1~a1 rrat-tin11 or e ~ ~ r r ~ e t r r  d i s a s w i ~ ~ h t ~  nl 
struciurcs or vessels. IL w ~ l l  kx ~mdtldgQd out  of sl&t, dncl l ~ g c l y  uul  i r f  nun4 by n 
17rnC11-max~riirrinrnhQ with nv p u b l ~ r  a ~ ~ t o u r i b b ~ l r i y  The manaipn~rn i  
mcrnbves of B P C M C ~ \ V ~ ~ P ~  are pocxiy d11pc.d wlfh the risk protlle because 11-t~ 

- otvnors 130 110t have insurance or lralvlitv for  [he ~ I S ~ S  of hrlr,h-mnsequrnrr titronts 

16 C ~ ~ ~ x u n ~ ~ n - m c ~ d c  Iaiurcs oltcn ctirur wlucli rrurc c~vcnl5 l n l c ~ i t  w ~ t l i  ~ d o r c s c ~ n  
ciriunisiartes. For ~xample ,  a srvrre stftnrm mtght d ~ s r a p t  control systems, causr 
acclcicnts, m c i  hlov.7 vessch, Eas, and conlanunants taster and kurthcr than 

arc cvcn ~~- torc  d~ffrcult to evaluab tor systems wrth ltttlc or no  data 

Temrism 

17 A pdrtlcular cot~cezu n~ r r c w t  yeas 1s the r ~ d  or terrorrst attack T%rs 1s an 
i~wtanrrwlterr  c~arnii~crti tnnde failurrs are 1-arLiculail?; importan!. Failurr trsuaily 
mvcilvcs SUT klcn~cnt uSluih ~rsl UIC par t  u l  cttld~hcrs 'uxd iaci, oSrmg111~it1un or 
p v p d ~ a h m  on  the p r t  ni t h ~  aM;lclwd - thr example nt Srpkmher 11 b a n g  a 
signal cxai-~~plc. 

18 11 1s lid poss~blu to ~tsscss the trrrvrisn~-s~sk ~na lys l s  01 t11c Broail~vali;lr p m j c ~ t  I N5-5 The definition of what should or should not be classified as Critical Energy 
8N5-5 ba ~ U S Z  it hds l7ee1i In p r t  rrtnovrif fro111 publa revrew by it& deslgiabcm a.i Infrastructure Information (CEII) is beyond the scope of an EIS However, 

Cnbc al  E ~ i e r ~ y  Intrastrut ture 11itonnnt1~>11 The publli t l - ~ r r f i ~ r ~  rannot ludge the FERC has authonzed Broadwater to release most CEII information to 
mdividuals who sign a non-disclosure agreement, therefore, the public and 

Gii:ifi(il~i.r ('11 at4 A?:uiysi$ tini biqef't :?nn:~litu~iis v j  ~ I a186 I ir{ziujtlifl "i6irilici 14l C;ub jLhi:i ipdl 
outside experts do have access to the documents needed to assess the 

i?zlcr T l̂iilo. SANDMm-6258, MLke Hgl~tower, Lcrirs Cr~lao,  AIL^ Lukela-H,u~lm, John quality of the analyses 
Cor an, "relrlnn Trt,s7~n, Cerq W~llntari, h l r h  Irwin,. hrl~kp Kanpsh~ge. Kr~an Melnl, f3iarlrc 
Mnrirrw, llnm liagland, "rnrlre Nahirnal I ahnratorrcc Alhuq~rcrqoc, Ncw Mcxlro, Ikrc~nibri 
20011 ("Sand~ii liepnrl") 
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tp t l i ty  uf the f i t l y s a  I lkttf~' C X ~ ~ ~ U I V ~  scv~'~'i1 publit documt>n&, mcli~dmg ~ I C  

Saiidra Report and L T I ~ ~  prepared by the Nat~m;rl Research Council of the k'al~ttnal 
A~ailetn~i.s, om Lhe r'skoi lerrortsl iilr~clh to LNG Lanhtzrs and fcltr11lrt.s." I have 

tai.l<ers ad kciclliti~xi hnvc nc3t lx>ttn prc>p~rl) mill it~mpletely a t l y ~ e t l  m the public 
studies, but 11 n not pcr;s~ble t o  j u d g  thp analysis in the non-puhl~c sources The 
lesson here 1s tkdt pub l i~  pcliries sftould discourdgt. ra~-lilhhi;is whuse safety ~illu~clt 
*%en be. vetted and dncuwrd tn a publtc Iiorurn by outslda exprt.;, li thtl .;cx?.irlLv 
and wfelv risks are so sevt3re thal ihey musl btl hidden tmrn puhiic v ~ e ~ v ,  Lhen Lh~s 

- 19 The mtiirc)~miental and econurrul turtsque~l?r i?s iit mqor uii~~dents have nut bee11 
dppru~rtdttlly clndly~ed Even with tile flaived rlsk dnaljsis, Ltnk$lysis assumes 
lhal ail-idcnlq could rx-rur "with nrapr ronsry urilros onii. wr ry  lD(1 or ntorc 
uears;" &tnd ciiii;le~ib cin~lti o i ~ u r  "rv151 rrunur or nlutlerate t.i.nseilueilLes uixe 
rvrry 10 - 511 p a r s  "'a Ycl, t h ~  implirallons l o r  Lhr mmmuntlrrs mndrratc or 
111djur r i ~ ~ ~ i k i i i b  hdve iwt Ireen sc~icx~~s  addressed l"lit.* DEB i s  dkux tc. d n  m l y s i s  d 
nuti>xni)blle nccrrlcnts thdt Loks dt tho risk of 1 ~mkorr  ci~'i.ntc~1 bbunzpcrs but ipv.>rcs 
lhe cinsts of 2(I,(MO fahit ties a year Ai riderr is w11h annual t requpnr y rrl 1 Lo ID 
percent per yrdr rlre e x t ~ ~ i l ~ e i y  lug11 6crir"~al rlsk [for rrample n-t L o m p r ~ o n  to the 
rx[n~rlnd rrsk.; of rrucioar F c r j  Givcn the pc~+s~btlity. nl s o v ~ r ~ t ~ i ~ v ~ r ~ l n n ~ ~ t ~ J a l  
m r i  ITCC>ni>nuL ~ L ~ ~ C I ~ U ~ I I L ~ S  dlwg wltli Uic* hkdlhwod thdt thcsc pruhdbrlrties a c  
undereshmilted because ot human dnd i-ommon-model tatlures, the D E E  rs dwply 
flaweil by om~lLmf: an cawiul estimate c l t  the  mya act ot these moderate and major 
conwquence events 

" iee siirm'zu ! < t 7 1 ~ 9 1  ~y ~ t t  -47tvl Nat~orml IIesealch CIounc11, \ttiktfz$ 1 1 : ~  \LL~ELVE C l l f t ~  I ?LP KI":P 01 
+lntrc n,7J 'iicitnv10,yj 7n C ~ ~ o r ~ I ' r t n g T ~ ~ n z ~ ~ ~ g  Natioruzl Academy Precs, Wmhu~gton, D.C, 
21H2, Chiipferh Also s r p  Lhe anal: sic in the Ci,~rkr Krpnr!, i "<i7 FLlr zi t j l i7i  In UI$LLII tri-~'. 
C;HC'-KI-i)505A, Ma? LEI05 

I ~ 5 - 6  Impacts of major releases of LNG were addressed in Section 3.10.5, and 
the resource sections throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS have been 
updated to further address the impacts of major releases of LNG along the 
carrier transit route. 

As noted throughout the final EIS, the FSRU would be about 9 miles from 
the nearest shoreline and a major release of LNG from the FSRU would not 
affect any community. The LNG carrier routes also would be substantially 
distant from most shorelines. A release of LNG from a carrier would not 
affect any community unless the carrier veered from the route, except for 
the theoretical possibility of an unignited vapor cloud reaching a shoreline 
(see Section 3.10.3.2 of the final EIS). 
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I N5-7 Legal liability issues are not a component of our environmental review 
process and therefore are not included in the final EIS. The individual 
resource sections throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS have been 
expanded to describe the potential impacts of a major LNG release from a 
carrier along the transit route. 

I N5-8 The financial liability associated with a terrorist attack is beyond the scope 
of t h s  EIS. 

I N5-9 Please see our responses to comments W5-2 and IN5-6 

I N5- 10 Locating the FSRU 9 miles from the nearest shore and a substantially 
greater distance from the commentor's community and university protects 
both from impacts due to a major accident at the FSRU. As described in 
Section 1.4.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) and in Section 
3.10.3.2 of the final EIS, the maximum possible distance an unignitable 
vapor cloud would extend from the FSRU is 4.7 miles, and FERC believes 
that situation is extremely unllkely (see Section 3.10.3.2 of the final EIS). 
The greatest distance the heat hazard zone would extend from the FSRU 
with a major LNG release and fire would be about 1 mile. The community 
of the commentor and all other shoreline communities are well beyond 
those hazard distances. 
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Pkeuse take a stand for tha peaple and say NO to Ron 

r Just aau ElO tc3 the Cornorate Takeover and Induatrlafim@~n o f  Lone Island Sound . IN6-1 I The E P A ~ U S ~  spent $4 I*lllon to clean up Long Island Sound, designated by Congress as an ESTU- 
ARY OF NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE. Why would you allow Broadwaler to negate tn~s posnlve ac- L tion? 

r Just say MI, to l n c w ~ l n @  the Sound" s t a r  brmpatsluro by 4'. 1 The sound serves as a hahat. spawning grounds, and nurseifor various marine Ilfe-Broadwater's 
1 ~ 5 . 2  4' Increase surely will have a detrimental impact on this1 My husband is a dlver and he has personally 

seen the deerearie in aquattc Ilfs from h e  Shoreham power plants outffow pipes 

Just say NO to hr&er changing the Be-Wrn in tha sound. 
Even the sedtrnent floor ofthe Sound prwides teeding, nwiing, nunring. and hiding p b m  for all the 
types of aquatic wildlifa. Don't I& Broadwrrters pipeltneri d&y this. 

- Just say NO ta Nohe and Ught Polutlon. 
The sound IS not only a sanctuary to birds and aquatic life It is a sanctuary to humans 6s well. There 
is ndjainp more s&lw then berm able to wlk the beach, listeniflo .Ba natural sounds of the surf 
and bird;, of gaztng up& wide ope; vistas that only a pla& like thkcan provide, of seeing all the 
stars In the sky at 11ighl. I live on Eastern Long Island so I can regularly take pan ~n these activjvities I N6-3 
Every major decision we have made in my family's ltfe Includes ebrain-cleaning walk on the beach 
during the process. You can't plaa? a dollar value on this Please don't destroy this sanctuary with 
Broadwater's lndustnal Structure. Ltghts and Tankers 

Just ray NOS@ mrspe*tlng Whi m b t o b .  
Wing R i w  lBaaoh aimxly has one ugly aiant ~umbal l  machine ltfre never fully 
~owe+lant) that d m  abs&ely nothi% gut lo& over us. plea&, let it st$ as a reminder of h a t  
happens when we don't look at the WHOLE picture. And let the lone windmill that also stands on mat 
stte remind us that there are a 1 e m W s  to fossil helenmy 

Just say NO to any LNG terminal or any long tam r o ~ l i  fuel project 
It's not a matter of my backyard vs someone else's backyard. IPs a rnalter of Cnd~ng REAL aRernahve I N6-4 
solutions to our g r q  energy and ENVIRONMENTAL concerns and ct IS time to aggressrvely ACT 
NOW1 I am w~ll~ng to cut back and do my part. ere you7 Are you wllllng to set the laws and gudances 
we need as a global wmmunlty to prssewe our natural rrjsources? 

As noted in the environmental impact assessments throughout Section 3.0 
of the final EIS, we believe that the overall impact of the Project on the 
Sound would be minor and would not negate the work done to improve the 
environmental conditions of the Sound. The potential that authorization of 
the proposed Project could serve as a precedent for further industrialization 
of the waters of Long Island Sound is addressed in Section 3.5.2.2 of the 
final EIS. 

As described in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, any minimal impact to 
water temperatures would be hghly localized. The general water 
temperature of Long Island Sound would not increase; any increases that 
did occur would be measurable only withn the immediate vicinity of some 
Project components. Specifically, there would be no impact to water 
temperatures associated with the FSRU and the subsea pipeline. The 
temperature of the water discharge from LNG carriers would return to 
within 1 OF of ambient levels within 75 feet of the point of discharge from 
the vessels. Water temperatures would return to ambient conditions withn 
4 feet of the exposed riser connecting the FSRU to the subsea pipeline. 
Thus, thermal impacts to spawning or nursery habitat, if any, would be 
minimal. 

Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS discusses benthic habitat recovery 
estimates. This section also discusses post-construction monitoring results 
for several similar pipeline projects, including instances where seafloor 
recovery has been successfully accomplished and others where it has not. 
In Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS, FERC has included a recommendation 
that Broadwater mechanically backfill the trench, using native sediments, 
and assess post-construction success in coordination with appropriate 
federal and state resource agencies. 

Noise and visual assessments are presented in Sections 3.9.2 and 3.5.6 of 
the final EIS. Potential impacts to birds are addressed in Section 3.3. As 
noted in those sections, operation of the Project would not result in 
significant impacts to use along the shorelines of the Sound. 
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I N7- Direct impacts from installation of the proposed YMS and pipeline on 
benthic organisms and habitats (including shellfish) are discussed in 
Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS. Impacts to water quality are discussed in 
Section 3.2.3 of the final EIS. No drilling is associated with the proposed 
Project. 

I N7-2 Section 3.11.1.1 of the final EIS discusses specifics regarding the Islander 
East Pipeline Project. The proposed Broadwater Project would affect 2,500 
fewer acres of seafloor than the Islander East pipeline. The Islander East 
Project has been approved by FERC but has been delayed for several years 
because the State of Connecticut denied issuance of a water quality 
certificate for the project. On October 5,2006, the U.S. Court of Appeals 
ruled that the State of Connecticut did not sufficiently support its decision 
to deny a water quality certificate to the Islander East Pipeline Company, 
LLC. On August 15,2007, a U.S. District Judge remanded the U.S. 
Commerce Department's decision to overrule the State of Connecticut's 
denial of coastal zone consistency. In addition, the Islander East Project 
would impact nearshore oyster areas. The proposed Broadwater Project 
would be limited to the offshore areas of Long Island Sound. 

Individuals Comments 



IN7 - Thornton H. Lathrop 

W n ~ f f i e i d l  E E R C - M n e r d t d  BDF ef 20D70123-0016  R e c e i v e d  by r6RC OSEC 0 1 / 2 2 / 2 8 0 3  i n  MXk*tri.tl FC86-54-00 

I N7-3 As discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, discharges from the FSRU 
would not influence water temperatures. Broadwater estimates that the 
cooling water discharge from a steam-powered LNG carrier would 
approximate ambient conditions (within 1 OF) 75 feet of the point of 
discharge from the vessel and would readily comply with NYSDEC 
thermal water quality criteria (see Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS). Being 
warmer, and therefore less dense, the slightly warmer water would tend to 
rise towards the surface. The area affected would be extremely small and 
would not be lobster habitat. Thus, any impacts of water temperature on 
lobsters would be negligible or nonexistent. 

I N7-4 FERC prepared the draft EFH assessment (Appendix E in the draft EIS) in 
coordination with NMFS, to evaluate potential impacts to EFH and 
associated species. The final EIS presents the technical input provided by 
NMFS to protect EFH (Appendix J). 

I N7-5 Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to discuss invasive 
species. LNG carriers are not expected to discharge ballast water into Long 
Island Sound. 

I N7-6 Section 3.3.4.2 of the final EIS discusses potential impacts to marine 
mammals from collisions with vessels. 

I N 7-7 Additional information has been provided in Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS 
to address potential impacts on bird migrations and collisions with the 
FSRU and LNG carriers. 

I N7-8 The final EIS addresses these potential impacts in Sections 3.9.1.2, 3.9.2.2, 
3.3.2.2, 3.3.4.2, 3.4.1.1, 3.4.1.2,3.2.3.2,and3.10.2.4. 
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The issues raised by the commentor were addressed in the EIS in Sections 
3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4. These sections have been revised in the final EIS to 
provide additional information. Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS also has 
been revised to further address the impacts to commercial lobstermen, 
trawlers, and hand line fishermen from the proposed moving safety and 
security zones around LNG carriers as they enter and exit the Sound 

As described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, during development of the 
Emergency Response Plan, Broadwater, the Coast Guard, and the involved 
agencies would consider a wide spectrum of response needs and the 
resources necessary to accomplish the associated security and response 
activities. If the plan is not sufficient, or if either FERC or the Coast Guard 
has additional concerns regarding safety or security associated with 
implementation of the plan, Broadwater would not be authorized to initiate 
construction. 

The commentor has not indicated whch impacts he believes were not 
addressed in the draft EIS. We believe that the final EIS addresses all 
relevant potential impacts. The safety analyses reported in Section 3.10.3 
of the draft EIS and in the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) were 
prepared using commonly accepted methods. Section 4.0 of the final EIS 
addresses a wide spectrum of reasonable alternatives and has been prepared 
in compliance with NEPA regulations and CEQ implementation 
requirements and guidelines. Section 1.1 of the final EIS presents our 
analysis of the supply and demand of energy for the region and identifies 
the need for an additional supply of natural gas. 

I N7- 12 The potential that authorization of the proposed Project could serve as a 
precedent for further industrialization of the waters of Long Island Sound is 
addressed in Section 3.5.2.2 of the final EIS. 
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I N8- 1 We recognize that measures to reduce demand for electricity and natural 
gas have been undertaken in the region and will continue in the future. As 
described in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, however, the demand for 
electricity and natural gas in the region is expected to increase with per 
capita energy consumption and potential population growth, and electrical 
generators increasingly switch to gas-fired generating technology. 

I N8-2 An analysis of specific cost savings to individual citizens is not a part of 
our environmental review process and therefore was not addressed in the 
EIS. The EIS does not state or imply that the Project would be "justified by 
the reduced cost of natural gas it will facilitate." However, we addressed 
the general issue of price stability in Section 1.1 of the EIS. 
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I N9- 1 The NGA and EPAct of 2005 require FERC to review the applications for 
LNG terminals that are onshore or in state waters. The EIS presents 
information on the proposed Project and the safety concerns and 
environmental impacts that could occur if the Project is approved. 
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measures. Additionally, security postures and procedure could change 
based on threat assessments reflected in changes to the MARSEC 
conditions. Overall, the Coast Guard has made the preliminq 
determination that the risks associated with the FSRU and LNG carriers are 
manageable with implementation of the mitigation measures recommended 
in the WSR. 

I N9-3 An LNG carrier incident would not occur in the Race during a major storm 
such as a Nor'easter or hurricane because an LNG carrier would not enter 
the Race during severe weather. As stated in Section 3.10.4.5 of the final 
EIS, "Minimum visibility conditions would need to be satisfied before the 
LNG carrier would be allowed to proceed inbound." Incoming LNG 
carriers would remain at sea, outside Long Island Sound, until there is a 
sufficient period of suitable weather for the carrier to enter, berth, unload, 
deberth, and depart the Sound. 

The American Bureau of Shipping, a certifying entity, reviewed the 
prelimina~y design of the FSRU and stated the following in a letter dated 
July 27,2005: "Whilst the concept of combining a floating re-gasification 
unit and distribution network with a yoke moored LNG hull can be viewed 
as a first time combination of systems, the technologies employed are not 
in themselves novel and are covered by established Rule criteria." 
Although the technologies proposed for the FSRU have not been previously 
combined into a single facility, the separate LNG receiving, storage, 
regasification, and sendout technologies are proven. Further, as stated in 
Section 3.10.2 of the final EIS, regulations, indust~y standards, and 
classification society rules would govern the safe design, construction, and 
operation of the FSRU; and the YMS would be designed to withstand a 
Class 5 hurricane 

I N9-4 As discussed in Section 3.2.3 of the final EIS, the discharges from the 
FSRU would not be heated. Residual chlorine levels would be monitored 
and treated, as appropriate, to comply with NYSDEC standards for 
protection of aquatic life. 
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I N9-5 Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the 
proposed Broadwater Project that could provide projected natural gas and 
other energy demands of the New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut 
markets. These alternatives address renewable energy sources, including 
wind and tidal power, as well as other existing and proposed LNG terminal 
and pipeline projects. 
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1 N 10- *I As reported in Sation 3 6.5 ofthe final EIS, c o ~ ~ t m t i o n  and operation of 
the proposed Project w d d  likely result in a minor net increase in tax 
revenue 
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I N 10-2 In accordance with the requirements of the NGA and the EPAct of 2005, 
FERC is making a federal decision on the application submitted by 
Broadwater. That process includes conducting an environmental review in 
compliance with NEPA, and the EIS for the Broadwater Project was 
prepared as a part of that review process. As described in Section 1.2, the 
final EIS complies with NEPA guidelines, CEQ regulations for 
implementing NEPA, and FERC's regulations for implementing NEPA. 

The New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) 
mandates a state environmental review process as a part of the application 
review process for state agencies. However, because our decision on the 
proposed Project will be a federal action, the EIS does not address the 
requirements of SEQR. Some of the assessments and other information 
included in the EIS may be similar to those required for a SEQRA impact 
analysis and may be useful to state agencies - many of which were 
involved in developing the analysis presented in the final EIS - in their 
reviews of the Project. 

I N 10-3 Please see our response to comment IN10-2. 

I N 10-4 Section 4.2 of the final EIS has been updated to provide additional 
discussion of renewable energy, energy conservation, and other measures 
to provide energy needs. We determined that each of these alternatives 
could either (a) not meet the projected energy needs of the New York City, 
Long Island, and Connecticut markets; or (b) not meet these needs without 
resulting in greater environmental impacts than the proposed Broadwater 
Project. In addition, Sections 4.3 through 4.9 of the final EIS address a 
wide variety of other alternatives. 

I N 10-5 Broadwater submitted a coastal consistency certification to NYSDOS and 
to FERC that contains Broadwater's analysis of the Project's consistency 
with New York State coastal policies, including applicable policies of the 
Long Island Sound CMP and applicable local land management plans. The 
public portions of that document are available in the FERC docket for the 
Project, as required by NEPA (note that this is a federal environmental 
review process, not a SEQRA environmental review process). NYSDOS is 
responsible for determining whether the Project is consistent with those 
policies. It is our understanding that NYSDOS will file its determination 
with FERC after the final EIS has been issued. 
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I N 10-6 Impacts associated with use of the onshore facilities are addressed in 
Sections 3.5.2.3, 3.7.2.3, and 3.8.5 of the final EIS. As noted in those 
sections. the onshore facilities would be used to sumort the offshore . . 
operations. This would include providing warehouse space for supplies 
and materials, office space for workers, and doclung areas for tugs. With 
use of existing facilities for Project-related activities that would be similar 
to the current use of the facilities, we do not anticipate significant 
additional impacts. 

I N 10-7 Potential impacts of the Project on hstoric properties in Port Jefferson are 
addressed in Section 3.8.5 of the final EIS. 

I N 10-8 As currently proposed, no significant impacts would be expected with the 
use of existing onshore facilities by the Project. When the specific 
facilities are chosen and the final use plan is prepared, FERC is requiring 
Broadwater either (1) to confirm that no environmental impacts would be 
associated with the facilities; or (2) if the final use plans indicate a potential 
for currently unforeseen impacts, to comply with environmental permit 
requirements in order to ensure that any impacts that may occur are 
acceptable to state and local permitting authorities. 
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I N 10-9 We addressed hstoric, scenic, and recreational resources in the EIS (see 
Sections 3.8, 3.5.6, and 3.5.5, respectively). 

IN 10-1 0 Sections 3.1.2.2 and 3.2.3.1 of the final EIS provide an expanded 
discussion of the Stratford Shoal contingency plan. 

I N 10- 1 1 Potential impacts of the Project on cultural resources are addressed in 
Section 3.8.5 of the final EIS. 

I N 10- 12 The visual resources assessment presented in Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS 
fulfills NEPA requirements. The potential impacts to visual resources that 
we described were based in part on information from the Visual Resources 
Assessment prepared by Broadwater's consultant. That report followed the 
guidelines and requirements of NYSEDEC for visual resources assessment. 
We have made the document available to the public in the Project docket, 
in compliance with NEPA. Issues related to consistency with coastal zone 
policies are addressed in response to comment IN10-5. 

I N 10-1 3 As described in Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS, our evaluation of the 
potential impacts to visual resources concludes that there would be a minor 
to moderate impact. In addition, FERC has included a recommendation in 
Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS that Broadwater work with FWS and NMFS 
to develop a detailed lighting plan that would minimize impacts to avian 
species and marine resources. Issues related to consistency with coastal 
zone policies are addressed in response to comment W10-5. 

IN 10-1 4 Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS has been updated to further address the 
potential visual impacts of the FSRU and LNG carriers on recreational 
boaters. 
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IN 10-1 5 As described in response to comment IN10-12, the visual analysis was 
conducted in accordance with New York state agency requirements and 
guidelines. The assessment presents views from many locations that are 
re~resentative of sensitive views of the Sound. it was not reasonable to 
include an assessment of the visual impacts from all viewpoints. 

I N 10- 16 Issues related to consistency with coastal zone policies are addressed in 
response to comment W10-5. The night lighting plan is addressed in 
response to comment W10-13. 

I N 10-1 7 Please see our response to comment INIO-8 

IN 10-1 8 Section 3.2.2 of the final EIS provides information on the requirement for 
an SPCC plan and an assessment of potential water quality impacts; 
Section 3.10.2.4 provides information on the receipt and storage of 
hazardous materials. In addition, as is customa~y for all shipping traffic in 
Long Island Sound, vessels associated with the Project would be required 
to comply with MARPOL, an international convention that aims to prevent 
operational or accidental pollution of the marine environment by ships 
(IMO 1978). 

I N 10- 1 9 Marine mammals, sea turtles, and other large marine species near the 
proposed water intakes would not be affected due to the slow velocity of 
the intake (0.5 foot per second or less) and the small screen size (less than 
0.2-inch mesh screen). 

I N 10-20 Sections 3.3.2.2 and 3.3.4.2 of the final EIS have been expanded to more 
fully describe the potential impacts of lighting and water discharges on 
marine resources. These findings conclude that no significant impact to 
marine resources is associated with the proposed Project. 
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I 0-2 Section 3.3.4 of the final EIS discusses marine mammals that occur in Long 
Island Sound, including seals and dolphins, and the potential impacts on 
these species from the proposed Project. 

I 0-22 Thank vou for vour comments. The discussion in Section 3.3.5 of the final 
EIS has been expanded regarding the potential impacts of lighting on 
migratory birds based, in part, on an updated lighting plan. In addition, we 
have included a recommendation that Broadwater coordinate with FWS 
and NMFS to develop a detailed lighting plan that will be protective of 
avian s~ecies. fish s~ecies. and marine mammals. Potential im~acts to 
threatened and endangered species are discussed in Section 3.4 of the final 
EIS. The lighting plan is publicly available in FERC's docket for the 
Broadwater LNG Project (Docket No. CP06-54-000, 
Accession #20070515-4011). 

I N 10-23 As described in Section 3.9.1 of the final EIS, regulatory review and 
permitting for air emissions are the responsibility of EPA and NYSDEC. 
Therefore, the final EIS describes what the potential emissions are, 
identifies proposed mitigation, and describes the status of agency review 
and permitting. The proposed Project cannot proceed without its federal 
and state air permits. 

IN 10-24 It is not clear what hazardous materials the commentor believes would be 
dumped into Long Island Sound, but Section 3.10.2.4 of the final EIS 
provides information on the receipt, storage, and proper disposal of 
hazardous materials, all of which would be done in accordance with all 
federal and state regulations and permits. 

I N 10-25 Hazardous materials would be transported on land in accordance with then- 
current state and federal regulations regarding the transport of hazardous 
materials. 
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I 0-26 Aqueous ammonia would be containerized and stored on the FSRU. 
Sodium hypochlorite would not be stored on the FSRU but would be 
generated onboard the FSRU as needed. We recognize that these chemicals 
are incompatible; however, the use of them on the FSRU would comply 
with the manufacturer's material safety data sheets for the materials and the 
requirements of Broadwater's Operations Manual which would incorporate 
the applicable regulatory requirements (as described in Section 3.10.2.4 of 
the final EIS). 

I N 10-27 Wlnle the draft EIS explicitly stated that anti-fouling paint would be 
necessary on the FSRU, Section 3.2.3.1 of the final EIS includes a 
recommendation that Broadwater initially use silicon paint for the hull of 
the FSRU instead of using the copper-based paint proposed by Broadwater. 
There would be no re-application of paint on the hull below the waterline 
during Project operations. 

IN 10-28 Section 3.10.2.4, which has been updated to include a discussion on a spill 
of ammonia at the FSRU, includes information on hazardous materials used 
on the FSRU. Section 3.2.2. lof the final EIS includes a recommendation 
for Broadwater to prepare an SPCC plan. Broadwater would be required to 
prepare an Emergency Response Plan as described in Section 3.10.6 of the 
final EIS. These plans would address the use and potential for release of 
hazardous materials and the emergency response procedures that would be 
followed if an incident were to occur during construction or operation of 
the Project. FERC must approve the Emergency Response Plan prior to 
any final approval to begin construction. If the plans are not sufficient, or 
if FERC or the Coast Guard has additional concerns regarding safety, 
security, or environmental impacts associated with implementation of the 
plans, Broadwater would not be authorized to operate the Project. Further, 
if the Project receives initial authorization to proceed, Broadwater would 
work with federal, state, and local agencies to develop a Facility Security 
Plan (as outlined in 33 CFR 101 -1 05 and a Facility Response Plan as 
outlined in 33 CFR 154). 

I N 10-29 The FSRU would weathervane around the YMS in response to wind, tide, 
and currents. In most windy situations, the bow would likely be headed 
into the wind, and the FSRU would not create a substantial wind shadow. 
If the FSRU is not turned into the wind due to heavy currents or tidal 
action, the effects of a wind shadow would llkely be minimal outside of the 
nearly 0.7-mile distance between the FSRU and the edge of the proposed 
safety and security zone. 
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I N 10-29 (Continued) 

The closest point of the proposed safety and security zone around the 
FSRU would be over 8 miles from the New York shoreline and more than 
10 miles from the Connecticut shoreline. That would leave a substantial 
area for sailboats to traverse that portion of the Sound. 

In addition, as noted in Section 3.1.2.3 of the WSR (Appendix C of the 
final EIS) and in Section 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS, the highest density of 
recreational boating is within 3.5 miles of the shoreline. Therefore, most 
recreational boating would not be affected by the proposed safety and 
security zone around the YMS and FSRU. Finally, we do not believe that it 
is appropriate to compare the effects on the wind that may be exerted by the 
bluffs on Long Island's north shore with the possible effects on wind of a 
facility (the FSRU) that is orders of magnitude smaller. As noted above, 
we do not anticipate that the FSRU would create a wind shadow that would 
affect sailing vessels outside of the proposed safety and security zone. 
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I N 10-30 As stated in the draft EIS, any speed restriction for right whales would be 
implemented in the Atlantic Ocean, not in Long Island Sound. Section 
3.4.1.2 of the final EIS provides an updated discussion of right whale 
avoidance measures. Within Long Island Sound, LNG carriers typically 
would travel at a speed of 12 knots based on current navigation practices in 
those areas. 

I N 1 0-3 1 The 15-minute transit time is based on a 12-knot LNG carrier speed, 
applicable to general transit activities. The carrier would decrease speed 
during final approach to the FSRU and during berthng and deberthing 
activities. However, much of the slowing would be within the proposed 
fixed safety and security zone around the YMS and FSRU and therefore 
would not affect marine traffic. 

The direction of approach to the FSRU would vaIy depending on the 
prevailing wind and current vectors at the time. As noted in Section 3.1.2.3 
of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) and in Section 3.5.2.1 of the 
final EIS, the highest density of recreational boating is withn 3.5 miles of 
the shoreline. Therefore, most recreational boating would not be affected 
by the LNG carriers, even if slowing and turning into the FSRU from either 
the north or the south. Sailors that are far enough offshore to be in the 
general area of an LNG carrier could slow their vessels to avoid a conflict 
with the proposed moving safety and security zone around the LNG carrier; 
or if the zone is directly in the path of the sailing vessel, the sailor could 
alter course to pass in front of or behnd the moving safety and security 
zone. 

IN 10-32 Section 3.7.1.3 of the final EIS and Tables 2-1 and 2-5 of the WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS) make it clear that large commercial vessels 
would not be new to Long Island Sound. Tankers, cargo ships, and 
passenger vessels commonly transit Long Island Sound. Any wind shadow 
effect of an LNG carrier would be comparable to that of similar-sized 
vessels that already transit the Race. 
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I N 10-33 As described in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, it would take between 
approximately 25 and 35minutes for the entire proposed moving safety and 
security zone of an LNG carrier to pass through the 2.3-mile-wide area the 
Coast Guard defines as the Race, and this would occur no more than once 
per day. This would require a minor delay for sailors and would allow 
sufficient time to pass through the Race during the generally calm period 
from about 1 hour before until 1 hour after a slack tide. In addition, if 
authorized, it is expected that Coast Guard would require Broadwater to 
schedule LNG carrier transits to minimize impact to other waterway users, 
to the extent practical, as recommended by the Coast Guard in Section 8.4 
of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS). Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS 
has been revised to more clearly describe FERC's approach to this issue. 
If the Coast Guard issues a Letter of Recommendation finding the Project 
Waterway to be suitable for LNG marine traffic, as part of the proposed 
moving safety and security zone the Coast Guard would conduct routine 
Broadcast Notice to Mariners, notifying the public of implementation of the 
safety and security zones and the impending LNG carrier transit. 

Finally, as noted in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, there are alternative 
routes for vessels without deep drafts to enter or exit Long Island Sound on 
the east, including the area between Valiant Rock and Little Gull Island. 

I N 10-34 Please see our response to comment IN10-28 

IN 10-35 Please see our response to comment IN10-6. Potential impacts to marine 
traffic associated with the use of onshore service facilities are addressed in 
Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS. By selecting existing facilities for Project- 
related use that would be similar to current use, we do not anticipate that 
significant impacts would be associated with the use of service boats and 
tugs. 
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I 0-36 As noted in Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS, Broadwater would be required 
to file with FERC documentation of a compensation agreement with 
commercial fishermen. Confidential agreements between Broadwater and 
the fishermen would not be made available for public review. The 
proposed safety and security zone around the FSRU represents only 0.1 
percent of the area of the Sound, and implementation of the zone therefore 
would result in a minor impact on recreational lobster fishing. Further, the 
Coast Guard would allow only Project-related activities withn the 
proposed safety and security zone around the YMS and FSRU; this would 
not include lobster fishing by anyone, including Broadwater employees. 
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IN 10-37 As described in Section 3.10 of the final EIS, FERC has assessed the safety 
of operation of the FSRU and would continue to review the continuing 
designs; operating manuals; and other aspects of construction; design; and 
operation before issuing authorization to operate. FERC also would 
conduct annual inspections of the FSRU, and if it is found to be out of 
compliance with the authorized operating conditions, FERC would order 
Broadwater to terminate operation. As documented in the WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS), the Coast Guard made the prelimina~y 
determination that the risks associated with oneration of the FSRU and the 
LNG carriers could be properly managed with implementation of its 
recommended mitigation measures in the WSR. 

I N 10-38 An LNG carrier would not need to deal with currents or wind conditions in 
the Race during a major storm, such as a Nor'easter or hurricane, because 
an LNG carrier would not enter the Race during severe weather (as 
described in Section 3.10.4.5 of the final EIS). Incoming LNG carriers 
would remain at sea, outside Long Island Sound, until there is a sufficient 
span of suitable weather for the carrier to enter and complete berthng, 
unloading, deberthing, and departure transit. 

IN 10-39 We agree that the appropriate local and state agencies should agree to the 
provisions of an Emergency Response Plan. We have addressed much of 
this comment above in our response to comment W10-28. The extent to 
whch Broadwater would fund the costs incurred by state and local 
agencies would be established during development of the Emergency 
Response Plan and stipulated in the Cost-Sharing Plan portion of the 
document, as described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS. If funding 
agreements cannot be developed to the satisfaction of the participating 
agencies and Broadwater, FERC would not approve the plan or authorize 
initiation of construction. 
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I N 10-40 We apologize for any errors in the distribution list (the commentor did not 
specify what errors are present); however, FERC prepared that appendix, 
not Broadwater. We have updated the list based on comments and returned 
mailers. Nevertheless, we believe that it is inappropriate to equate minor 
errors in listing names and affiliations with the major planning efforts of 
Broadwater; the Coast Guard; and other federal, state, and local agencies. 

I N 10-41 As discussed in Section 3.2.1.2, the most severe hurricane historically 
recorded in Long Island Sound was a Category 3. However, Section 
3.10.2.3 of the final EIS includes a recommended design and construction 
criteria that the YMS be designed and constructed to withstand the weather 
conditions of a Catego~y 5 hurricane. It is not clear what technical basis 
there would be to support the claim that the minor, highly localized impacts 
of the proposed Project would somehow influence global climate change, 
or exacerbate those changes if they were to occur. 
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I N 10-42 It is our understanding that, if an easement is granted by the State of New 
York, it would address subsea land uses and would not impose conditions 
on use of the FSRU or the YMS. The only communications systems 
proposed by Broadwater are for Project-related communications. 

I N 10-43 The standard Request for Blanket Certificate Authority is referenced by 
Docket No. CP06-56-000 and involves no environmental impacts. No 
facilities are proposed for construction under the blanket certificate at this 
time. All Project-related information is filed under public Docket No. 
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I N 1 1 - 1 Impacts to commercial fishng are addressed in Sections 3.5.5.2, 3.6.8.1, 
and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS. 

James C Dunlo p 

53 Cetiar Hill Terrace 

Miller Place NY 11764 

Jaruary 10 2007 

r Bevond thlci refmaneltlosa of a commerciai i iskrv the oaseaoe of vveselswtth tl?e Lia~lifim Natural . - 
Ga.; throughout the Sound tvlll lead to a slgliricant loss L of public useof this public waterway 
especially m the h ~ h i q  coqestec ?ace apes at t k  entrance to the Souno 
Th~s la used bath for oommere~al vessels on theirway to the harbors along 
the with coast of the Sound as well as for recreatim Essentialb 
every vessel that weds to leave the Sound medsto pass throhgn this narrow passage 
Thls wrll place large portions ofthe Sound out of public use multiple times in a week 
and, In the oase of an acc dent t w y  place it out of pubiic use for periods of days 
or even uiseks uniil the accident o cleared -he statement on p 3 '1 9 that "A'ter rev t . v q  the 
recrea~anal eioronic Iireratbre FERC bellwe$ that dlsrJption6 of t171~ nature 
are rot Ilkeiv to affect In any auantillable manner aanaimhun levels amont recreators in the Race Is 

- 
&yond thls direct loss of publ~o use of the waterwavs the visual m f a d  oi a I ghted lndumiial pa'form 
,, 5 I:< -:r 0 '<.-'it.- - T -  :;i;r-< I'J;:I.:,-? ot-t: : , ; ; , ~ l , ~c  ,,I I;-[- -;:,y:fl --,: ~.- I I - [ I  . : .~~j ,~,r~p- l .  

~:<i I : J S ~ O ~ O  ll,.jl ; 6 I:?,. J ! .  . -  ?.L> t r  I,.; :-,<i? T, r .-,: ,:I. C J ! : ~  ~d:ll. l l  2 ?k->  II,-*J:=~I LI{ 1 8 :  
, n.,~,,:--1 t r i ? f n -  n :i.:li-n: : - 5.17 ;.- - 5  ,-:.-C;II-~.-,<: - 1 ~ ~  --,--~,-t.n,- <:r.-.,- l.3prr- 
L I L F c  1. - 3  -=lr' .>'J > L  i _ ? l e t . :  - 1 1 :  !Jl-i.- ; ! t  e ' I l c ~ : t  ,,>.c..' .?.-cclb, !.::tr3: 3 

\ , . . . r , c  ..' '!. 1 ,  ' C .  I, /;.<:I, , ' , ,'.?I * :  < 3?tl.,. ,I,.. ..,t.:-<,. k ~ ~ l t I ~ ! ~ ~ l . ~ . ~ ! ,  . I , .  ..,,r,l%"l 
'. k . 2  1.15 1 ? :fin.: b.2. -: ;!I c:itd;e lr:!l;.>.~s: ;;I: r k k  ? . :. 2 1: r s,, :ce,j ?;l!le .e'%:e~\eJ 
2;. ;c' a , , ~  :b,I i , l _ d : l , ~ f  1,e.k I =I% : rf": L3r -a . .? .  ; ,,#:I J,l,f . r ' .o,~llr- :e 1 UJA.:.. ,?,. 

-.P F,I,. .<IY~I,.~ 1: :,,- I ,I . v .  :, ,r ,I r: I .,. :. f.!n:.,: , 11 . i .,I , .,,T.,Y .t;v .t - -.,,, I!. r!, I,-<, 
[: .=:I+. dl., e ., .e!-p:tric: t e %.$.I: S !  1 , 3 , ,  ?$ . : : , e .  rl: ..: - 7, :,,. i!.,:t!ls,'>,r~r,,l,e 
11% $.,%' .!> ..,:! v . 5 . .  .,:,' .: : , I  :,!::+,! 11,. : l . ~  <',.< : .,,I,.!, :.: ,,I, ,!!,,,I,, ..< .: ' ., .:I' I< .,I,. c t;: 

- i s  : , +i o'i.a~ni,:! . [,?:J!I.-G 5, : . ,I :  1 rs :'r:.l-, ?ark-. ,?t:!-tl - e  

IN 1 1-2 As described in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, an LNG carrier and its 
proposed moving safety and security zone would pass through the 2.3-mile 
length of the Race in 25 to 35 minutes, depending on the speed of the 
carrier. The entire safety and security zone would pass a single point 
within about 15 minutes, and carriers would be present in the Race no more 
than once per day. Vessels in the path of an oncoming LNG carrier and its 
safety and security zone would be required to temporarily move from their 
positions. 

As indicated in Sections 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, the Race 
would not be closed when a carrier passes through. Vessels could transit 
the Race while a carrier is present by using the area between the limits of 
the Race and the edge of the carrier's safety and security zone. Alternative 
routes are available for recreational vessels to enter or exit eastern Long 
Island Sound in lieu of using the Race. In addition, if authorized, it is 
expected that Coast Guard would require Broadwater to schedule LNG 
carrier transits to minimize impact to other waterway users, to the extent 
practical, as recommended by the Coast Guard in Section 8.4 of the WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS). FERC expects that t h s  and the other 
mitigation measures presented in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of 
the final EIS) would be required if the Broadwater Project is authorized. 
Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS has been revised to more clearly describe 
FERC's approach to this issue. Therefore, use of the Race by LNG carriers 
would not "place large portions of the Sound out of public use multiple 
times in a week." 

Response to an LNG carrier accident in the Race or elsewhere would be 
accomplished in accordance with the protocols and procedures of the 
Project's Emergency Response Plan, whch would be developed by 
Broadwater and the appropriate federal, state, and local agencies and would 
require approval by FERC prior to authorizing construction (see Section 
3.10.6 of the final EIS). Because of the importance of the Race to marine 
traffic, it is unlikely that an accident would close the Race for "days or 
even weeks before an accident is cleared." 
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I N 1 1-3 Please see our response to comment IN1 1-2. Vessels in the path of an 
oncoming LNG carrier and its safety and security zone would be required 
to temporarily move from their positions. This would result in a tempora~y 
and localized impact for some vessels during carrier transits for the life of 
the Project. 

In addition, if authorized, it is expected that Coast Guard would require 
Broadwater to schedule LNG carrier transits to minimize impact to other 
waterway users, to the extent practical, as recommended by the Coast 
Guard in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS). FERC 
expects that this and the other mitigation measures presented in Section 8.4 
of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) would be required if the 
Broadwater Project is authorized. Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS has been 
revised to more clearly describe FERC's approach to this issue. The 
statement on page 3-1 19 of the draft EIS includes the words "FERC 
believes that," and it is FERC's opinion based on our assessment of the 
potential impacts to recreational boating. 

I -4 As described in Section 3.6.5 of the final EIS, FERC reviewed the existing 
economic literature to assess the potential for property value decreases 
associated with the presence of the FSRU. This literature, which includes 
studies related to LNG facilities, indicates that effects do not extend beyond 
a few miles. Because the Broadwater Project would be a unique facility 
that would be 9 miles from the nearest shoreline, and even greater distances 
from most properties, we also reviewed studies assessing loss of value 
associated with the presence of landfills, power lines, and offshore wind 
farms. Based on that review, the visual impacts assessment reported in 
Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS, the risk assessment reported in 
Section 3.10.3, and the conclusion reached for the impacts of the Cabrillo 
Port Project's FSRU (CSLC 2006), it is unllkely that construction and 
operation of the proposed Project would affect property values 
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IN 1 1-5 As described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, Broadwater would be 
responsible for preparing an Emergency Response Plan; federal, state, and 
local agencies would participate in development of the plan, and the plan 
would include a Cost-Sharing Plan to provide funding for agency 
participation in emergency response actions. The plan would need to be 
approved by FERC before Broadwater could receive approval to begin 
construction of the facility. 

Although the areas listed as being within Zone 3 are accurate, it is 
important to note that, in essence, Hazard Zone 3 is theoretical and is 
unlikely to occur. FERC staff believe that scenarios that would cause a 
large enough hole to result in a vapor cloud of this extent would require the 
use of explosives. Therefore, an ignition source would be present to ignite 
the vaporized LNG and create an LNG pool fire; there would not be a 
vapor cloud. If a release from an LNG carrier occurred and the maximum 
size unignited vapor cloud formed, it could extend onshore in some areas 
until reaching an ignition source, most likely close to the shoreline, and 
burn back to the LNG source. This is substantiated by the GAO Report 
(GAO 2007), whch found that some experts polled indicated that such a 
cloud would not penetrate beyond the perimeter of a populated area 
because it would rapidly find a source of ignition and burn back toward the 
LNG carrier. However, we have revised individual resource sections 
throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS to include information on potential 
impacts due to ignition of a vapor cloud within Hazard Zone 3. 
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I N 1 1-6 LNG carriers would not be present in any of the waterways used by the 
Project during a major storm such as a hurricane. Incoming LNG carriers 
would remain at sea until there is a sufficient period of suitable weather for 
the carrier to enter, berth, unload, deberth, and depart the Sound. 

As stated in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, if FERC provides initial 
authorization for the Project, Broadwater would be required to prepare an 
Emergency Response Plan; the plan would address the emergency 
responses required for a wide spectrum of scenarios, including grounded 
LNG carriers. FERC must approve the Emergency Response Plan prior to 
final approval to begin construction. 

IN -7 As described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, Broadwater would be 
responsible for preparing an Emergency Response Plan; federal, state, and 
local agencies would participate in development of the plan, and the plan 
would include a Cost-Sharing Plan to provide funding for agency 
participation in emergency response actions. The plan would need to be 
approved by FERC before Broadwater could receive approval to begin 
construction of the facility. 

I N 1 1-8 Preparation of the draft EIS was based on a scientific analysis of 
information on existing conditions and followed accepted procedures for 
federal EISs. We addressed each potential impact of the Project openly and 
comprehensively. Therefore we do not agree that the draft EIS "is 
insufficient and flawed in multiple ways." We have revised the final EIS to 
respond to comments we received and appreciate your input. 

Individuals Comments 



IN12 - Verna B. Lilburn 

Unofficial EERC-Qenerated PDF of 2OQfU131-0072 Received by EERC OSEC 01/2P/2007 In Docket# CPO6-54-Q( - .  . 

FAX (un) 

3Pnm 16, x@T 

H e l i e  R Salas, 
~edmr l  Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 Fin! S t n m  XE. KOOM 1 A 
Washington. DC 20426 

As a twenty* ycm nsldhlt o f t k  shordige 
swan&,- urne nteefion of the BFoadwsta LNG P t ~ c c f  I m sbwked and I ntM w, - -  - - 

Mrcat~on o f  a w  Wrt arcalysrsat its mostsbawd 

'Ihe aght 01 a monslrow fac~ltty oo tbc horizon where my cb~kirm lcarncd abovt sea life 
C ti?e modres of nature is horrible ~ v a !  d s m * l k s t  sail1 thrt would h o u r  

poor air quell@ havcrs m ax, PI&% and d m  mowe or that a &as spill is ~uicUy 
C rratrarbeJ I can alrcmty hear the excusa c ~ f  the rmrgy lobby &era mes of p s  splls 

and days of poor arr qualrty-- "Ooupr. *rr hdn'l know &IS could happen Our 
science w not pwiw enough." 

I N 12- 1 Both the draft and final EISs were prepared by experienced scientists, 
engineers, and planners in compliance with NEPA guidelines, and with 
input and assistance from our cooperating agencies (COE, EPA, Coast 
Guard, NMFS, and NYSDOS). We believe that the final EIS openly and 
accurately addresses all relevant potential impacts. 

I N 12-2 We have recommended to the Commission that Broadwater be required to 
prepare an acceptable SPCC plan (see Section 3.2.2.1 of the final EIS). 
Natural gas is generally not miscible in water. An LNG spill would not 
mix in the water but would result in a vapor developing over the water prior 
to assimilation into the atmosphere. 

IN 12-3 Section 3.9.1.2 of the final EIS describes the potential impacts of emissions 
generated during construction and operation. The assessment did not 
consider, and the text does not indicate, that pollutants would remain in one 
place. 

I N 12-4 In the event of an LNG spill, the LNG would vaporize and the resultant 
natural gas would either dissipate or, if ignited, would bum if the 
concentration in air was conducive (between 5 and 15 percent) and an 
ignition source was present. 
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I N 13- 1 Sections 3.6.8.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS have been updated to address 
the impacts to commercial lobstermen, trawlers, and hand line fishermen 
from the proposed moving safety and security zones around LNG carriers 
as they enter and exit the Sound. 

IN 13-2 As noted in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, the proposed Project would 
increase commercial shipping by about 1 percent. The proposed moving 
safety and security zone surrounding each LNG carrier would be about 0.2 
percent of the total area of the Sound, and only one carrier would be 
allowed in the Sound at any one time. Therefore, except for pots currently 
set in the area proposed for the safety and security zone around the FSRU, 
there would not be a reason to move pots normally set to the east of that 
zone. Based on these considerations, we do not believe that the lobster 
indust~y would be destroyed due to implementation of the Broadwater 
Project. 
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IN 13-3 As stated in Section 3 7 1 4 of the fmal EIS, the proposed location of the 
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travelmg that route 

ot11i.1 Mattittick loktilnnen 

1 N 13-4 Please see our responses to comments IN13-1, IN13-2, and W13-3 
Janud17 lX.2UU7 

Individuals Comments 



IN14 - Tamara L. Fowls and Sarosh N. Wahla 

205612215135 R e c e x v 4  FERC OSELI .LZ/Zl /2OCb 09 02 0 2  PI4 Iirick+t# CPOb-59-000, ET 4L  

UKU 4UU .iklEl< LNCRG\ LLC Uoclirt \os L1'06 iCU00 
RRO,\iV \T FK PIPE J 1Nr 1 1 C CPOG-55-000 
RRC)AT>W4TFR FliFRfrY T IQIIFIEll CP01-56-000 
3 1 i U R V , 0 4 5  YlV2JhC1 

I " I I  . 1.1111 li I.,. :; 1 I.I,~I.(I.I II):,~.. .I I ILI  i .~r . . \ l~  !?'.I,I!.I l l ~ i r c i  \C tr - .1$11~111.i . I I  ll-z 
! ' ~ 1 1 \ ~ ! . ~ l k  . ~ ! I ! I ~ : L ~ I L ' L ~ ~  SLI<.\~)I 1 d V s  t c < t  I < L < I \  < I \  i!L*:ll 3 ''51, J.'l(1 :l: 111~' 

I ~i$;i.ily ( . , i ~ ~ i ~ c l i , i r l  hLI~.,..I .iiI .I;~. , $ I  I .I!. Sl~lcl;.~'r 0 I:~)..I:'.I~ .. . , I I~!I I I I I  IL I  I I I C  

I ;,li..~ I ,icr>!\ lk~101 11 . I Y  ( ..I'I'IOI..I,!II 1liii.i 1).1.1i' I lbri("'t)i ' i . ' I I ~ I I  I.\ ..I ' ' ) I  IC  

~:11.<,112d C<III : I I ICII~ PP..IC.~ I S  CFR 6 .3T,5.2 I II,~:I I 8.  I I I , I ~ <  ,t ,I.-! ..L~x 1.18t t  I I , . ~ ~ . L  
11% ~ ~ 1 ~ ~ I : ~ l : ~ ~ l l  J la:il:> ' k b  :'I. { ~ I ~ D L ~ ' ~ < ~ I I  !'-. s ( . I  I? > i h 2  2 '  l\.i,(? I. 

2 \i tli~z Conit~izttt Prorcil is. nu1 ,xplrcctl$ d~rwtcd , ~ g ~ ~ ~ n \ ' i  Rnid!4atrr F,i~ergy, 
f LC ' ~ C ~ V I L ' ~  01 pri)~e'r'rb& nol bcevr ,iilcilt.ci I8  CFR 9 385 21 1@)(i). In lhc 
altimat~r-c. Lam Stndcnts ~tspectfullv~equast tllnttlic S e c ~ c l a r ~  w a n e  mi! procedural 
dcstedz m the qcxviee at ptilccss 18 CFR 5 385 21 I(h)p) 

3 \ mric mid juri\dlLllon 111 the d h \ w  capitotlrd pro~ccdtng% prop~rl) hc boSore Ihd 
Cmmmiision 16 11 S C 6 797je) 

4 1 he iittacl%rd Cornntent Rotm :% iuh~aitkd III re%pon*e to s dl afl en\ trt~~uttentsl 
lalyact s t a ~ e m e ~ t ~  dated Xoveinbel IT*', 2006 and listed 21 the reccltd at a~-cess1oi1 tlurriber 
20061 1 17-4003 jhma~~afier "Draft") 111 thc ;ibo\e cnpttoni.d p r o c w d ~ n ~  The r)rafl 
asserts t h ~ t  nil sornmmts are dm to tlre Uomtn~~uotr 8x1 or LrclSu~i! Jatiurug 23': 2007 See 
J31~att.p 5 

123 L.L' R 385.2OOl jilljl)(rtl) 

"hllbKI,1.ORL: 1-&M Studems respectf~tll? %i~hrnd the al;mcf~zd Courmerit Prixdst. 

Re~pe&ull\~ Suhnrltted, 

Individuals Comments 



IN14 - Tamara L. Fowls and Sarosh N. Wahla 

200612Z15.l.35 Recelveri FERC OSEC 1 2 / 2 1  /T?iiO6 DQ.512.0~1 FM Doclcctft CPOo-54 000. ET BL 

UNITED STATES OF UIERIC .I 
FFILF,,R,\II ENFRO'r RRCiliI .\WRY COZIMISSIOY 

BRO.V)XrATER EKERGI-, LLC Duvkct Xos CPOG-54000 
RRO 4% ,XTY.R PPTPFI,IVF, I I C C POh-35-000 
R R O  .in\Y \TFR P.FRGY 1 IQi IFIFn CPXIG-56-0110 
lirii'l. R'iL 42.48 PKCULC 1 

P~crsu,!ni tn Rule 21 1. b a a  F o ~ h  and Saro~li Uahla l h ~ r d  \ear iurcients at the 
Ciur%cr;n] of Cormect~cut Ychool of Law (collcct1rc1.i I~crcu~aEcr 'Shdcnt st the 
C ~ n i v e n ~ l ~  o f C ~ n n ~ ~ h c ~ u  YLIw~J~ ofLr(w" m ' Ld%% SludenLs '), reipedPullt 5nhn11t l h ~ i  

I. S u ~ n n t a ~  of Argument 

I an Strrdents propore thatthe Cornmrcs~nn ocrnirdor (a) the I~heirhoed o t  a 

lNl4-I fontpan? devtai~ng horn the rnefliods of citn$tmctton and uprmhnn detailed in thetr 
applicdhon ~ v i i h  kLRC, ax% (3) thc ~ I ~ I I I .  Ulat dc\rdtions m mtthods dcvncl r i~cuo~i  or 
upcrdtwq uCa hqucfisd natural ga m r i n ~  t~mmnal ~ 1 1 1  ~dnsr.  to Ltlr m~\~runn>snt 

11. PromduraI BacL~ground 

en\ttonn~ental G O I L S ~ X ~ I I C ~ ~ C ~  of T ~ I C ~ I  acttons [>nor to cotnmtt~nent to BIIJ actions ~11lcl1 
mi@ixatfect rlre rpalery d tlrz hwiiasr em lton~rient "717F 2d 14.09, 1415 (n C CII 
19831 LIII., 1%  hen ""the in t~cdl  dgenij deil,~un 15 nude whrch ~viu l t i  in ~ r r ~ \ s n i b l e  dnd 
urctnilr~ahlc eonmlltnlcnts of ru~oru-cc~ to n~ t iuu  wht& w $1 ;IFfect t i ~ c  cn\irmucilt '' 
I d ,  (~nternal citations omitted) 

'l'liz purpo5i 11Cahr: I"ii,j~ct ts  cun\trniit(,n i l i ~ i l  r~pz rd t~un  of a lrqualicd ndlnml gas 
CLhG 'j n ~ m a e  tcnl~ia~tl iapdbli: irl ri.ucr\~rxg rrnporlcd LNG Ircvm L\G cdrncrs. 

I N 14- 1 The EIS is just one step in the agency review and approval process for the 
proposed Project, which would include periodic inspection and monitoring 
throughout construction and operation. For example, Broadwater would be 
required to use environmental monitors during all Project construction, as 
described in Section 5.2 of the final EIS. These monitors would have the 
authority to order work to stop if there were concerns regarding compliance 
with any federal and state regulations and permitting requirements. 
Further, a standard condition of any FERC authorization is a requirement 
that the applicant complete the project as described in its application and 
subsequent submittals to the FERC record. Any deviation from ths, 
without express permission from FERC, would violate the condition; this 
could result in a cessation of construction or operation activities and could 
be subject to civil penalties, depending on the severity of the 
noncompliance. 
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pipeline s\\ ien~ owned hg itoyl~ois, Gas Trannnwzrun St,\trm S r z  I M s  Fxei-utne 
Summm p 1 S-f FkKC 'litond tbdlthv dcmsl~d lurnaiurd prs 111 wch 01 tl~csc arcai rs . - 
rising ,and 15 yrvjccbd t o  gcnsinto ~ i ~ e r e a ~ m g  pncc pnsshur~ a ~ d  \*olatda m the firhir- rF 

water cohmm." m~d.rt~nt "[dl~utng operatrett the mkpaets of prritran coneen] %?auld 
cims~rl uf uiiriur imp.tc.B ti) ~saicr qudl~l?. rlirq~alit> fiihcrrcs as%cxia~cd nrrli 
~rnptrigernent and entrau~rnarif, racreat~ur~al bontrrlg icnd t7shmg and comn>arc~al r essel 
traffic, wcll as inlllor to ~ ~ ~ o d e r n t c  unpxcts ou 7 rhual ~ C ~ O U I - C C S  " I d  An> I~d\.ere 
ern~~otntental  m i p a s  "occu~rrng during operaton eu~ i l d  cttnrlnur through t l ~ e  11lz of thc 
propused I'rulcct "id Nexther rcncuztble cmrq, soirrczz nor 'e.itshn~ m propored 
plpal~nc s\  stem^ or LNG terminals coold mcct thc cmrgq nosds fm the trnrget mark6  
nrrhuut subnm~t~ r t l s~s rm~  t~prpgmd~:cs that would result In @cater envimnmentd iti~pacts 
Lireix:lrt tiiobc oCliic propo5cif Plnjoct ' Id a1 5-13 In addtlrot,. Ihk IjrafI propowd a i ~ ~ t i * ,  or 
scrcill\-nms t n ;d&t~~s  that \\ocild iurltlcr nutledtc rllc ~ ~ ~ % t r u r u n c n l l  mpacls assucidlcd 
wtth the ;ot~~rtm~~tlm and oparat~oi~ of thz project Id at 9- 17 to 3-28. 

11L. Xrgummt 

r 1 a u  Studcrits as~er t  tliat the C~~ttnntssion stmuld con<lder the rationale and 

4, Nactmnb's fitmsdox 
fha tradrtronal formulaflonof Newcollib'c. Yaia!o\r unoh  09 nxro parties. tlie 

Chooser a-~d the Pred~dor u h o  arc rn~.olvcd in a game Tllz gartlc entail% die Ciloocex 
d c ~ ~ t h n g  \ ~ h i l t ~ c t  Lo LAC ctlhcr thi; cunhntnk of t ~ o  hoxi\, X atd J3. UJ j n b t  the conlzntz LJF 
box U In t l~c  garno, box A u 111 al\\ays conmin Sl.OOD Ih* G~II~CIILS  o rbus  B, ~ Q I L C \ - C L  

%?111 be adernmed by file Predfctor before tlte Chooser dsades a h c h  box(e6) to take If 
the Prad~atx  prmla,  that hi-ith ho.ie\ ~ t l l  he t,&en, then h0.i n s 111 contam nothnig If 
the. Prcdalix predtels U ~ d t  oni) bnz U nrll hv when. Ilrcn h.rk I3 1*111 iulltdtn $1.0~T.001j 
Tklib. h\ thi. trme tlw Cltooser ra iu12k11~ a & C I S ~ I .  box I3 eot~tams e~t l~cr  $0 c11 
$l,O(10.000 i he cata'tt. to 1112 game 1% Lhn* the Pre&btor is ni?a~I\ infalhble, and lui 

ma.im1171eg thwr pa?oi~r The E r~ t rheon  (hd~a~rraffar. "Tliaon 1"1 ?uggait% that taktttg 

I N 14-2 Please see our response to comment IN14-I 
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iMly I3 1% epttrn,tl 11ndrr iht5 line nftlr~nhurg, m.iLmga return of $0 ol $1 I)Ol.O(M ore 
wpous~blr vncp: Lhex i\ilt~ld reqtlw iu7 miorrtrrt prddrctiocl trum t l ~ s  Prcdrctilr fhtis thr 
Choohcr rcdllj mud simply cicet betweeit whctI1i:r to wcsne SI,DDF poxes A and B) ot 
tu r d ~ e ~ r e  b1.000.000 {but l3 onlj I I 'h%theor~ lids drairn onh i r s~n fo~  11s 
tn~ptypltc,thiln+ tci redl iwrld irtiratton< pines a relic% on a11 ~ntalltble Pred~ctor 

Tlie iecond theon Chcrc~natter. "Theom 2' 1 a tltat. rtrardlcw of thir Pradtctor'!: 

actually cl>oose both hortes 

tiroad~*,alcr's applw<~tlon i b  arrr,rl \+orid chdmplc oSNc%%l.curnb s f'drcldoh kEKC 
tb thc Predictor ,ind Ifm&.salcr rs Lhc 'hoo*sr Ihc Choowr. Umdd~s d l c ~  mukl dccidc 
mhether to suhinrt an applicauou ind~catmg that fl a 111 constimot and operate a11 LKG 
mnrnne tmnlnal h! en.c~ronrnen~nllq sourtd and uib*o\md tncn.tts in cotidunction (I r; . b x c i  
"L and B), o~ %olrl$ h j  e~ir~rrmtnentdlly iinlnd rnedni (I e ,box H oiily) S~ntiLrl\ the 
Predlctar, I'LKC, has the opponunrt-+ to put citl~ci $0 or %1.1100.OCO into box I3 tv11i.n I: 

decide% wltotber to accept or relect Rroadu ater i apphcatror~ 4s the Dmft ha5 concluded 
that Rri)adv;nltlar w+tll eir?pk+ cmlg enctrntrme~iiallj 131 nd rndthodi m ihd constn~~tfon md 
opi~akun ol'tlic LAO ;nanw iznninai. khRL ha5 m d v  a prcdietlon that Wruadwdttx till1 
-cloct 0111.. b o ~  U 4cconlingly. 1 CKC L s  put tbc zqul%dcr~t of Sl.OO(l.OVil iilio box 33 

Theow 2 to n$nxmlm its pa3ord of apphcauon appiovds If Brsndi%a:cr d o d r  Thmt?. 1, 
rt all1 Iutully drscio%c all actimia to FF,RC st ns. appl~mt~ori, and n l  tl ass.~tniellr;n n is  not 
poistt~lc to \idti- oni poLiiton m thc ,ippItcarluu uhrlc pctlknlng molhir Uoavcrvcl), if 
&oad~alcr  01eCts '1 i lmn  2 Ur0ad~:itCr 5~111 atleuipl 10 coin Incc 1 kKf;\ lhrZZ If %dl 0111> 
use er~wrmmer~tally sound metl~ods m me coustilictmn a id  operatjot1 o f r l~ r  LYG marme 
termmhl. whtie actnail+ olannlne to as0 hoth ~ o t ~ n d  and u13courrd method? - 

Unlesc 23r(*ddw,iter icl<rts lhcon 1 ( w h t ~ t l  1s i~~~prirl.;lhle bsclmhr. Ibeorq I 
req1istcs ths Prodtctol; FLRC. to hew1~oIh n&aUihb), Bmakvster -111 be liLc1,cly Zl, not 
rulli dnclosr; m its I LKC sn~ircstlon the uti~ou~id rnvr~utnr~rnrlaj mell~o& 11 t ~ l a n ~  to uue 

L ruplrc~tlv itate that rhe\ 7~111 ha uslnp, such rr~etlrodr 
1 ERU wit?. srgus l h d  Broi~l~*aicr is uiilihclv lu L I S ~  'Ihcori 2 bc~aosc, m rhs pi&%$, 

thc,.ia have nor hecti nmrq rnitairic ill ~ h i i h  cornpan1c.s a\%nihtd tlicu irrr;ttrodi of 

I N 14-3 Please see our response to comment IN14-1. 

Individuals Comments 



IN14 - Tamara L. Fowls and Sarosh N. Wahla 

20061.i2J.5135 Rece~ued FERC CSEC lZ/21#20Ub 39 02 G O  Ft*f Docket# CPUb-54-000 ,  ET .XL 

- 
constructson and operailon 'after tltetr applicat~ons with FFRC' base k e n  ~pptovzd ' I t  
cna\ potnr out that rlte Rzcoi~m~cndcd Il#tlgdroo a11d po%cihle ~andcoas l.)r non- 
camphancc~ mc clctcmnts that 1%11? znsvtc that Bioadwirta ccru~hes 1~1th tlm Zeilns 
onthned ln r l %  .~pph~2111<1n IIo\<e~ri.  &1b thew rrtzlhud~ 1 1 ~ 3  lr>ieel dw pi~halniitg iwdr 
vrhich corpordt~ons will des~atr fro71 the aetirnii itutllnad in lheir rFRC dpplicattonc, ~t 
doe& trot hii!! zniurerliat aH deviation8 \*ill hc eradicated .its ~ ~ i e l i  in addition t<> 
~ o m l d ~ n r t g  l i ~ c  cnvirumwntdll~ nr~zound motl~k~ds thal rrnght rime ~ r n p l o > ~ d  bv an 
appl~ea~d. FrRC ~ h o ~ d d  detznnine nlth xihat proh,ihrl~t> a cornpang. 1% axpecced to 
deviate troni the actions set focth in their application Dott~g -his attal~sis 1~111 allow for 

- kLKC to sonlplclc. a i l  approprratcls ~0111prchcnuibe rrskaaal.i$~i 

rindarstaad and nocount for tile IIA of ~tot~cor~q~lmturr i.rr11en 1rit1111g th fittal 

I N 14-4 Please see our response to comment IN14-1. 

I N 14-5 Please see our response to comment IN14-1. 
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