
2.1.2 Responses to Comments from State Agencies 

Letter 
Number Commentor 

SA-0 1 NYS Dept. of Environmental Conservation 

SA-02 New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (William Little) 

SA-03 NYS Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 

SA-04 New York Department of Public Service (Saul A. Rigberg) 

SA-05 New York State Office of General Services 

SA-06 Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 

SA-07 Long Island Sound LNG Task Force 

SA-08 Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 
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Mew York State Department of Environmental Gonservation 
Division of Leaal Affairs. 14'h Floor 

M ,rshru&cir,, L)(: ZO(W26 

Kc Eiond\+ater LhCi Project - S~~pplctixntal lilmg 

%{.I\ Jmuiu?. 31,2007 lzlbr to the Cvmnuss~on po\sdediha Nett 5 ork Stab Dr-p,~tmenl 
ofCn~not~mcf~tnl Conce~ %at~on's ("Dqx1ttr11ent") cornmrnts an the Dl aft Em wannimttd Impact 
St3,tmlem ('*DEISy) tor the Broadwater LVG ptolz~t 4 5  puomtsed In that Ietlci. this 
ennc~pondenci: rs prcn ~dcd nsr hehalf'of Dcparrmcnt Stnft ro supplanri-tn th.: cdrl~er ccmmrntar> 

VeUlodolog~cr used u> dsrrminc the thermal r~dirtr~l~on &\nd tanor cloud /once rtcwnhed In 
Sect~ons 3 10 3 - 3 10 5 of tbc UbIS. ni tllu ~eli;vn~lt secttons &'Appendix L) (I. S C ' Q ~ V ~  Gnard'% 
W ntenrars Suti,ll%~lit% Kopo~ll, and 11% the refmrnced Ik i e tnb r  2004 Snndta Lai1otaionrs 
Kopoa and the TBKC-ocmn~nnqs~o~~d Ma\. 2004 AHSG Cousrtltng Report. were rm1eac.d to 

Sedton 3 10 ofthe OLiS buinnsinle. tlw prqlei-trd hard11  om- f'roltl the r s r e ~ e ~ l ~ r d  
qt~ullzq ,md provtdes rrddttlanal hxmtrd calculai~oiis for f2uturc.i of FSRU equiptuent, nnd LhG 
relcaqes tc otn the FSRI J and tile carncrs Aowtvcr. t!tcre appear to IN tncmslcti.ncres in tlic 
d\wmpiicr,nc ,md callculdiuno ~ h i c h  tould he crl htgi~fican~e tn &%%unnglI%d~ x o n ~  c m  
condtt;on.i have her11 addrmsed W e  base idcrnified asst:niptlon& ielaied to the dispercron 
rnodeIn?g met l~nd~ t~hrch need to he addreised We have touad nlateii conu~ciirt,oni n hi& 
alio could ~mpdct ilrz dderrnirtrnat~olr d the safet? and stxunt) 7ona \rtnch are ased tor 
e11~1mnmenldl dssm'rrnitfltS 
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The f i x  o hazald zoiles defitlcd u1 the DEI5 nxc for t l ~  not&al thcnnal sadtation ~ f f e c t s  

jcu~lstdared dstancei for IXLIJ~I damage and llnnted damage, terpeztneh ) f i o~n  thz Coast Gua~r: 
~li%S5illCIlt U5iilg tilt2 SLUldia LdbmtrtOiICS R~poi? The % RpOI C ~ J L S ~  dl~t~u,t,ltlcC to LrL C~lTCsp~ndb 
tu Lolie 3 m tmlh 19o11\ S U I C ~  d fire l~rlnts the aniolmt dud sptead d t h e  sptlled LhG, l,~e 
distansc oixt no predeth~ed heat fluscs in zouos 1 md 2 arc lower than for Z o t ~  3. i e rnmmn of 
ro~ghl:hl? 0 5. I 2 and 4 5 rtnies, re.;pectively. tor th; FSRF dndtlte earrlers Them rotaah are. $11 

lum, ,eed tcr ddine hayard area$ \uch ns the r,rlery and hr~untii rotx u\<d br, the Co&\t C;ir,mi 
aild i)tl~er pokntiat enil~onn~ental irnpnn srsss as depleted in Frg~tre 1 -  I ot tile DFIS Appendtv 

prcsc*tted -lrc 11, idotirlv I11e potential worst casc vttnatrans 'Iltc. lolllou mg aru. mcant tir r ~ b i i ~ c .  

thilZ tlil.; ha, hem a~cnn~pl~ihud 

1 The computcr pmgntnz {DFG \nIS arid 51 AR) u%cd in t b ~  aS~ewrn~ntq are 
gene~sllv awaplahlz tndhods for addiessing both heavrer-flim-nt~ gas clouds arid 
' ns:rtraF' deitsih eloird- afrm thc cloud h w  bccu mised \nth amEie~~t air 

r 1lowe-i w, one ~srue neddmg furllrn considerdlvn IS the -et o~meteotolop~zal 
cun&rjons usod as mpu& trs rhc mod~"1% TO predlci UZC itomt 2asc dislmccs 1-01 
the thenudl radidldton ~d;rlcul.it~una. 1 LItC u w d  a acnld spwd of 27 rnt hr and 14 
degces 1 lor l%,c cqt~ipincnl tailurn rxlodelhg. but n 17 m~ 'hr wrnd spaod 'and 68 
&gt +rr t condttiim for the 1 SKU and ian i-7 modelirtg Lhc iI1SCi ;onsullanl 
repart 13 rafereacedibt thew celculattoni. h ~ t  that rmdy rrcrd a 20 mi'hr wtnd 
speed and 80 dogces F hiore inlportantly, the L~BCI stud>-eciedrt> notes atat tkte~i 
prtqme w~"i o1-11) to  plot tde qdmple caladshr>i~i inld Itmuled tlie calcul,7iJo11 
s a ~ i i t ~ v i t r  to emiited l i a r  flus t a l ~ m s  F~wtl~er e%a11k?r1011 is r~eeded to exyla~n 
x%$j the hgh ii lr~d ~pecds and the il"idrage ttdl~lpemtweb ubed pro% ide wulit c a ~ e  
inlpacts It1 addrt~ott. an annlyts h\ DNV cons:zltarts usmg a ' rnodel drffeinrt" 
thnntlre Snndle ieport 1b setirenwd, but fudher details should be p1-oridad nr. to 

- the asciu~ncd rnpuk ~ n i h s  I)UV rutalvalz 

SA1-1 The equipment failure models reported in Section 3.10.3.1 of the EIS were 
models performed by Broadwater and reported and reviewed by FERC. 

FERC staff performed radiant heat modeling for the FSRU and LNG 
carriers, as described in Section 3.10.3.2 and 3.10.4.3 of the EIS, using the 
methods described in the ABSG study with site-specific meteorological 
conditions which included an average temperature of 6S°F, a wind speed of 
17 mph, and 70 percent relative humidity. Higher wind speeds generally 
produce the largest exclusion distances for radiant heat modeling. 

The analysis by DNV Consulting for Broadwater also used site-specific 
meteorological conditions. 

On tile o3her Iran4 tire ~ a p r  cloud dtspzrsion atlalri~r 1.3% used a It~~xer .ittrrd 
.;peed 01 4 i nti lir arid ctnhlr (F cla~$) c<tnditl,>n,ni irihlclt are 11he1> u o ~  SI caie In\m SA1-2 Usmg the DEGADIS model, FERC staff calculated vapor dispersion 
hoth thc hcxpucat~on of aloud dibpcrslun and ttx t i n i~ t~d  re iub 113 the ,iRSCi distances for both LNG carriers and the FSRU using a site-specific average 
repol? ' I le  dmhrent tznrlxtratute used 111 dlese ~diuldtloaa \eem\ tit reprc\ant temperature of 6S°F, a wmd speed of 4 5 mph, and 50 percent relative 
a\i.rage coadihons ( 3  g 51 <ind 68 dcgrucs 1 ), bid ambictiL\satar Ietrrpor,ttnrc ha* humidity, maintai~llng consistency with 193 2059b(2) 
d ~1g3l~~cdlll  ~ T C L L  on Ih3 'rdpor ~mlailoil rat< lhu6. it 5dJm3 pldwlblc thdl ill a 
higl~cr tcmpcr~atLmc. a targcr 11a~ard zollc te ~t L might rmult such tvr~~pemtlusl~ As discussed in response to comments on the ABS report, Consequence 
arc documcntcd lil I ahii 3 1 -I d l h c  C a d  Ciuvrd d.rk s u t ~ u ~ ~ ~ n r l s  m d  4 i i l d  bt: 
addrtsrcd Assessment Methods for Inczdents Involvzng Releases from LzqueJied 

Natural Gas Camers, (docket AD04-6-OOO), although an increase in water 
temperature would give a hgher film boiling heat flux, the higher film 
boiling heat flux will result in a decrease to the LFL. 

State Agencies Comments 





SA-1 - New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 

2Iio7030?5039 Received FERC OSEC [13~03tZoi.$ i2 11 0 4  EM D o c r e t i i  CEO5 54 CiiiO, FIT AL 

Thank po1.1 tor the oppott.uutl. to supplement the Dep3Jtment's Jar~uarg 31.2007 
comnnlt.~%ts to the INIS 

rn I$. tsth 
'%V~ll~rn~i O 1;rttla 
Assocrate Altorno~. 
O M c r  of Cierrenl C'ouli\rl 
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New Ycrk State Department of Environmental Conservation 1 
Divis~alr of Legal ~ f f a k s ,  14" Floor 
625 Evoaduuay, Albany New York 12232 1500 
Phone: (518) 402-8185 * FAX, (518) 402-9018 
Web5Ite: VMW DeC state ny us 

Kc hlectvtrunic I:ili~~g: OLP#I)CiZL fjas Ur'iuch 3. 13rusd~tatc.r LhCi Yr~~jcil, 
t f.,R1' Rachcl n u  CPO6-54-UOU, CPOh-55-OCJO. COWRf.,C'rF3D FIX lNCi 

Dent Secretar~i Snlar 

The Xew York State Departl~~ent of E~tsuoumnental Conimntro~i 131-SDEC) subrtiltted 
co~mrnnt* on   he 'Lor enrbar 2006 &aft Ln>~ro~imental h p c t  Statznrant (DLIS) fax the 
ief>icllcen project on J a n w  23, iW7 Priot to mailtug 111& cot~espoodcncc to the FCRC 
Berules L I ~ ,  c&tanr re%luola .irere ~nade Lo lentore arlhignit~es a add ~ l a 1 6 5  confixn~ 
c;omients to LlLlS page refurmcos jp~art1~uli~11'. IU 'Cotistn~ct~oi~-RcIntcd Scdnnor-rt Issrres"i. 
and correct a fca t?jitograpttleal eriorb (part~cularly it1 the .'*ij: Qusllty - D~il~crs~oit ,inah ztr ' 
%rcnon) Thereroe, fhe tnllowlng conlatn$ \;\iWFC'\ re~ired ~r*nlmernc on the I)FJC', ~ h l ~ h  
v, 111 rpplace tlhm,re rc~hlnltted przmoti<l) arid coo%ttt~ite USSlliEC"\ rrart.lmdal to  the FERC 
Ssru~ce I ~ i t  

- Tilr DEIS madequately supports its conclublon that the proleet -111 not 61gnf eat~tly 
inipnct tnarlw rcienra% or pnblri: uir: oTth~ Sotlnd Thc DFlS fkila k> proitdi: a ~11oroiigh 
dltliert~~t~ us ruial? slu Lhc reprLs and ~dnrtnatlon ~ reo~~ed  b) t3roCid.it~itcr erc sumn~.~ri~ed 111 

I'he Dcpnrlr~~cnt has a ll~~znber af rnnccim rcgnrdmg thc plojcct-s tmpacts on aytlattc 
rarvmcss arid pub11~ use oriholia rewurM\. ( h r  foIano\~ cuxr~crn lelai~~>e to mmnr tnrpd~ts 1li 

th.: dsp?ammcilt dthc: u d ~ t l o ~ ~ d  \*.at.c.r-dcpi.id~uI uscs of tob~t~r ing and comnia cia1 aid 

SA2- 1 In general, we understand that different agencies have varying standards as 
to the level of detail and amount of supporting documentation to provide in 
an EIS. However, we believe that we have provided sufficient detail to 
assess the type and magnitude of potential impacts and appropriate 
measures to avoid and minimize potential impacts in accordance with 
NEPA requirements 

SA2-2 Potential impacts to recreational fishing and boating are addressed in 
Section 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS, and impacts to commercial fishing are 
addressed in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS. As noted in those sections. 
interruptions to these activities would be minor, temporary, and localized 
during carrier transits for the life of the Project. The associated potential 
for economic impacts to commercial fishing due to the proposed fixed 
safety and security zone around the YMS and FSRU is addressed in Section 
3.6.8.1 of the final EIS, including potential impacts to both commercial 
lobster fishing and commercial trawling. Potential economic impacts to 
recreational boating and fishng are addressed in Section 3.6.8.2 of the final 
EIS. In addition, Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS has been updated to 
address potential impacts to commercial lobstermen and trawlers from the 
proposed moving safety and security zones around LNG carriers as they 
enter and exit the Sound. This analysis considers the potential that other 
large vessels entering or exiting the Race may alter their course, taking 
them through areas with h g h  lobster pot density. 
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~ A 2 - 2 f  actt%rtres nlil.;t be p w d e d  in the DEIS. %V*hout thts iiirm,7tlon, one cmoiot thoroughly assess 
or t,tLe rntu iun~tdelnt~ou i l ~ e  cor~ca~ls  ot'risdr ~IOLLI)E; on L.cn~g island'\ E '1st Lnd 

uhould he aildressed ~n Ill0 ULIS., are w rollowt- 

i"- * While so~iie larrzr ti*h~rtr',c~iels e.ii:l~~~t.slrol-~~ we tl-e east-iwst trdttl~tte lane - - - 
located tr, ilrr north trrthr Idcilih thd will be ;~;lecled b\ the cli)%ed i.det\ ?(me, 

SA2-3 mar17 strraller fislirrrg boars arenor teairlderl to this arza and tran I ~n both 11outh- 
so!rrh and act-ndkt  ddrrectinnc The cloced vatetj ?one and the moring cloiure.;; 
surmut~drr~g the 1,UG eanvrs wrll tqcpat~veiy afiect these adrvrttei: trn\%l~tig 
actJ,ih ma? be 0dhi.r torh~lldzn (%unoundmg the FSRIT) o r  cut r;hwt due to the 
pi ewnce af'th2 I NCT cat I 121r 

The rnu\.unJcnl o f h z  I;hCi iamcxs tltrilugh LIIC R,UIIC md  1,ong IilLmci Soand wrll 
causc exrsi~rcg commernal and reirewtona: V C ~ ~ C I ; Z  10 alter tI121r ~ O U I C S  1711~ ~ l l l  
lcad to lire l i w  orloh'itc~ and libhlng &car in tk dlitrtd roiltcs Tl1i.i 1nu3 bc 
ehprnnllr true fix ,r i m ~ m r d l  lirdfir: Lrdveln~g ia  ~ l ~ c  Cunu~o-Vhtllrpa lcnnmat rn 
Korrlt\ rll,: \fury, or b t ~ a i :  ~esrclc 1~ 111 takc a I~IIPL' snlltl~irl? TOUIC. dtwal) into 
prurle fishn~g ground* Ilini. a mil&  XI^& area ~ 1 1 1  be affwted ha>otld h a  
qnf<t\ zone ofthe facd15. poss~hl> a nuie or mole Thcsi: potetltlal inlplcts 
sl~uuld bz drrrrh~ed in the IlblS 

I vern~~ t  The Dennrtn~ent Izasrecert~ed on ruiecdotnl rrvort that the ~a**.estexn 

L elmirmtes n ve9cel.i aece%s to about 70°0 of t ie lanr 

L yxrtenllitl [&id Ilkel>) ~n~reu&c.h in the lobiter prpuldticm 

Uccau.;u ull a \a~labb ptodirbln e bottutn I& h u n g  uhh~cd  b> d 1~hitcmldn 'Jr oUIe1 
,,-i [ rcsuarcc uvcr U~splaczd lobhtcnna~ %*ill bc LIIIJ~IC to ~ h ~ l ?  IIIw sf1b11 .wil) fro~n 

lhc aff~clcd ion& ad Into BLIILT Iotiilliot~% 

SA2-3 As discussed in Section 3.5.5.2 of the final EIS, boat traffic unrelated to the 
proposed Project and approximately five commercial lobstermen with 
territory near the proposed location of the FSRU would be permanently 
restricted from the proposed fixed, 950-acre safety and security zone that 
would surround the FSRU. If a trawler working outside the designated - - 
east-west trawling lanes encountered an LNG carrier, a relatively low- 
probability event as described in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, it would 
need to alter its speed or course to avoid the proposed moving safety and 
security zone, which would entirely pass by any fixed point within about 15 
minutes. The presence of an LNG carrier and its associated safety and 
security zone would not necessarily result in termination of trawling 
operations outside the designated trawling lanes. 

SA2-4 As described in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, there would be minor 
temporary and localized impacts to commercial shipping due to the 
presence of the LNG carriers; the vast majority of vessels using the Sound 
would not be affected at all. As shown in Figures 3.7-2 and 3.7-3 in the 
final EIS, the current east-west routes to and from the Northville terminal 
are south of the proposed carrier routes, except in the vicinity of the Race. 
Vessels coming from or going to the platform along the north-south routes 
could occasionally encounter the proposed moving safety and security zone 
of an LNG carrier but would either slightly alter their routes or slow their 
speeds until the route is clear. As a result, we believe that the actual area 
that would be affected is accurately addressed in the final EIS. 

SA2-5 Potential impacts to commercial fishing are addressed in Sections 3.5.5.2 
and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, including the impacts to trawl fishermen using 
the trawl lane north of the proposed location of the FSRU. The associated 
potential for economic impacts to commercial fishing due to the proposed 
fixed safety and security zone around the YMS and FSRU is addressed in 
Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS, including potential impacts to commercial 
trawling. 

SA2-6 Economic impacts to commercial lobstermen due to establishment of the 
proposed fixed safety and security zone around the YMS and FSRU were 
estimated by Broadwater as a function of lobster pot density, average per- 
pot catch rates (measured in pounds), and per-pound values. Broadwater 
also assessed the induced and indirect impacts (changes in operating costs 
associated with a reduced number of pots). The specifics of the 
calculations are presented in Appendix F of Broadwater's CZMA 
consistency submittal, which is included in the docket for the Project 
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SA2-7 FERC concurs with NYSDEC that some lobstermen (as many as five, as 
reported in Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS) would need to relocate pots 
(effectively increasing pot density withn their own informally assigned 
fishng area) or reduce the number of pots they fish for the life of the 
Project. Broadwater indicated that they would compensate the affected 
lobstermen sufficiently to avoid long-term financial impacts due to Project 
operation. In addition, Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS includes our 
recommendation that, prior to initiation of operation, Broadwater file 
documentation of completion of the final compensation agreements with 
FERC. 
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In additlo18 to these mpn.c%s on lobitenrrg and cominsrctal nnd recroatlonal fielun% 
N'I S1lL.C 1% c o ~ ~ c e ~ i i ~ d  aboutst (lie aErl:fi rm inau~er ~eiourcrs fiwni oar%n?rtlim, clidnge\ 111 
tempeid&t1s. rmpmgana~~t 'md eiltlnmntetlt, and chlotmst.,a1 

r"- Suiwuer tmpwat~wsz BI t11e So~md arc nt Iovels nt ulxch lohhtc~e beconw 

. .  - - - 
lrtm the T Z C i  .,rrrtn* and the prpe11112 thal c011ld aftect %urv~vaI Or hehd\*tar In 
loh~ters ar!d other upecr??. bi*tli In the tT#ater col~irm nrld In the izdrtnents 

i-- 
* U lhc prpelinr rc wprn%cd, the dep~riinenl adbo~dlitb for c(rmplclr hrcnlrt ol. ttx 

* I'hcrc is ootic;nrt that hcat rclotlscd from tha ptpolu~e m g  rrurc v;atc.r ti.inpor,ltiln: 
d m d h  *awn1 to h a  pipe, wh~cli n1.q act as a tS1erml barrtc~ tu lohdws d11d 
omet mollla b~ntlIlc org~mlsms Uvnliw the plyc i%oulil l&c.l\ mlllgak the 
tlrsnnal ~mupllcb Lhewtiiri. tl'ihc p ~ p ~ l i n c  t s  apyrojcd. tile Dcpdsin~dnt x\ould 
support n7he FTRC recomrnendaf~on to fill the Bench (3- 15). and unnld fi~rtlier 

SM-12 [ rscommeod that the pipe be buried to a depth siiffic~ent to ensure t l ~ l t  there IS tm 

locrease to snlhrer~t x% atrr and .;i~rfaor sedmnlent te~merature along € h ~  pipeline 
ootiidor A p i p r l ~ ~ ~ z  Ilent diriiptton molysn sl~iluld he cot~ducted to d?n~oastrate 

sA2-13 [ that 4iicli 1n1pan5 m e  molded 

populat~nni Inlnrmal~nti Imm a ZTiSTXC p~lot surxej 1~11 liiie~iilz Ich~len 
co1lc.cti.d the tnnjont?, ut Iobbtcrz ail .;17e$ at ill? dccn mudd) sir& conipdrc.d to thi. 
slialron \dud.\ c~tz:, (\l~F;n\<n d el ,2006) 'I aggtlig nnrk cnnnSocted by C7 1)F P 
d ~ d  not find c.~r~di.tlcc >flung disla~~ui: lobstcr moicmznts .41so. Il1c.m~ ib PI ,idsue 
lobiler bhsr)  \ e x  rw11d in L13 Y~l~ahnc mnlpeli shuuld bo tii-c,.st~~nali.d usmg 

- ~t~ronn,tLon on habktat uss 01 US lubst~rs. 

SA2-8 Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS has been substantially expanded to more 
thoroughly describe the minor and highly localized impacts associated with 
water temperature. As discussed throughout Section 3.3 of the final EIS, 
thermal impacts to biological resources would be minor and extremely 
localized. 

S A ~ - 9  Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS provides an updated discussion of estimated 
chlorine concentration and thermal temperatures. As described in the final 
EIS, impacts from chlorine and increased temperatures would result in 
minimal, if any, impact to marine resources including lobster larvae. 

SA2- 10 The final EIS has been updated to include Broadwater's proposed draft 
Water Quality Monitoring Plan (Appendix I) that includes monitoring the 
operational discharges from LNG carriers and the FSRU. As explained in 
Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, the predicted residual chlorine 
concentration to be discharged from the FSRU would be slightly greater 
than the chronic water quality criteria for chlorine, but Broadwater would 
need to monitor the overboard water prior to discharge into the Sound, in 
order to ensure compliance with the SPDES permit. 

SA2-11 As described in Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS, we have included a 
recommendation that Broadwater conduct post-construction monitoring to 
assess whether backfilling resulted in successful burial of the pipeline. 

SA2- 12 In Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS, we have recommended that the pipeline 
trench be backfilled successfully according to criteria set by the appropriate 
regulatory agencies. Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to 
include additional thermal modeling results based on different cover tv~es.  

u 2. , 

including an open trench, natural backfill, engineered backfill, and concrete 
mats. Thermal modeling of the subsea pipe covered with 3 feet of sediment 
indicates that sediment temperatures in the upper foot of the seafloor would 
not rise more than 2 OF. Ambient water temperatures would not be affected 
in t h s  scenario. 
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SA2- 13 As stated in the draft EIS and final EIS, thermal modeling indicates that the 
water temperature around the exposed segment of the pipeline on the riser 
would return to ambient temperature within 3 to 4 feet of the pipeline, 
regardless of season. This is the worst-case scenario because the gas 
temperatures in the pipeline are highest as they leave the FSRU and 
because the exposed segment is not insulated by sediments. Heat is 
dissipated all along the 21.7-mile pipeline, and the 3-foot cover of 
sediments would further buffer any thermal impacts to the water column. 

Thermal impacts associated with the proposed pipeline were modeled by 
Broadwater. Water temperature at the surface of the covered pipeline 
would not be different from ambient water temperatures; thus posing no 
increased thermal exposure to lobsters migrating along the seafloor. 
Therefore, a pipeline heat dissipation analysis is not needed. 

SA2- 14 Thank you for your comment. Section 3.3.1.1 of the final EIS has been 
updated to reflect the results of recent studies of lobster distribution and 
migration in Long Island Sound. 

SA2- 15 As discussed in Section 5.2, the final EIS includes recommendations that 
Broadwater (a) deploy and properly maintain mid-line buoys on all anchor 
cable lines, or utilize a dynamically positioned lay barge; and (b) use thrd- 
party environmental inspectors to oversee activities during Project 
construction. 
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ulit~gnte impacts from clkm~~conkzct xz~tl~ tho bottom KYSDZC also iugcs the 
u\e of on-%lte moiritt>tr to tdaek slid e n \ m  cnriq)l~mce 
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SA2-16 Thermal impact would be limited to a 1- to 2-day period eveIy 5 years. 
The draft EIS erroneously reported a temperature difference of 52 OF. The 
correct anticipated increase in temperature is 20 OF. Ths  has been 
corrected in the final EIS. A mixing zone, determined by NYSDEC, would 
be required to meet the temperature compliance criteria of no more than 4 
OF above ambient. Modeling indicates that discharges associated with the 
inert gas scrubber would readily satisfy the State thermal criteria within the 
mixing zone. 

SA2-17 Thank you for your comment. The EIS does not characterize the benthic 
community based on the video. The benthic characterization was based on 
site-specific sampling and existing literature. The results of the site- 
specific sampling are publicly available in Resource Report No. 3 - Fish, 
Vegetation, and Wildlife, whch is in FERC's docket for the Broadwater 
Project (Docket No. CP06-54-000, Accession #20060 130-40 18). 

SA2-18 As stated in Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS, the estimated yearly 
entrainment and impingement would be approximately 0.1 percent of the 
standing crop of the central Long Island Sound. These estimates are not 
expected to affect the overall finfish and lobster populations of Long Island 
Sound, especially with additional mitigation proposed by Broadwater to 
further reduce impacts of the FSRU operations (such as locating the water 
intakes at a water depth with relatively low densities of eggs and larvae, 
and limiting the water intake velocity [0.5 foot per second or less]). 

SA2- 19 As described above, the entrainment and impingement estimates discussed 
in Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS were conservatively estimated, assuming 
that there would be no further mitigation measures to reduce impacts. 
However, Broadwater has proposed to further reduce impacts of FSRU 
operations by locating the water intakes at a water depth where there are 
relatively low densities of eggs and larvae, and limiting the water intake 
velocity to 0.5 foot per second. In addition, Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS 
has been revised to include information regarding the potential use of 
wedgewire screens. 

SA2-20 NYSDEC has indicated that their Water Quality Certificate will require 
Broadwater to conduct post-construction monitoring to assess entrainment 
and impingement impacts. The final EIS has been updated to reflect this 
requirement. 

SA2-21 Thank you for your comment. As stated in Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS, 
we have included a recommendation that requires Broadwater to develop a 
plan to successfully backfill the proposed pipeline trench. Broadwater 
must coordinate with state and federal agencies to identify conditions under 
which backfilling would be required, the appropriate methods for 
backfilling, and the detailed post-construction monitoring criteria necessary 
to assess its success. 
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Accession #20060 130-4024). 

S A ~ - 2 4  A revised modeling protocol was submitted to NYSDEC for review and 
approval on March 13,2007. In a letter dated April 6,2007, NYSDEC 
approved the revised modeling protocol. The FEIS contains the most 
recent modeling for the Project conducted in October and December 2007. 

Regarding PSD applicability, in a letter dated August 9,2007, EPA Region 
2 made a formal determination to accept the methodology used by 
Broadwater to calculate the PTE for the Project (including those 
methodologies used to calculate vessel emissions during LNG unloading 
activities). This determination also rendered the Project not subject to 
PSD. However, Broadwater must still demonstrate that emissions do not 
exceed PSD applicability thresholds and would submit a plan to monitor 
and demonstrate compliance with its annual PSD limit as part of its Title V 
Operating Permit application. 

SA2-25 Section 3.10.2.4 of the final EIS has been updated to describe modeling 
results related to the potential consequences of an accidental release of 
ammonia stored on the FSRU. 

SA2-26 Sections 3.9.1.1 and 3.9.1.2 of the final EIS have been updated to 
incorporate LAER requirements rather than BACT where appropriate. The 
text has been updated to reflect NSR applicability based on current 
attainment status and regulations, and not on future SIP revisions. 

SA2-27 Please see our response to comment FA2-4 regarding the revised PM2 
standard. Additionally, the discussion of the NYSDEC Commissioner's 
Policy CP-33 has been updated in Section 3.9.1.2 of the final EIS to reflect 
that the seconda~y assessment required would include emissions from the 
FSRU and the carriers at berth, as well as all other PM2 sources. 
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SA2-28 The New Jersey-New York-Connecticut Intrastate AQCR is no longer 
subject to the 1-hour ozone standard, according to the EPA Greenbook. As 
described in Section 3.9.1.1 of the final EIS, however, on April 15,2004, 
EPA designated as "nonattainment" areas throughout the count~y that 
exceeded the health-based standards for 8-hour ozone. On June 15,2004, 
EPA issued the Final Rule to implement the 8-hour national ambient air 
quality ozone standard - Phase I. The Phase I Final Rule sets forth the 
classification scheme for nonattainment areas and requires states' continued 
obligations with respect to existing 1-hour ozone requirements. 
Additionally, the recent South Coast Air Quality Management District 
decision reinstated New York's SIP for the 1-hour ozone standard. The 
General Conformity analysis reflects that the 1-hour ozone standard and the 
CAA requirements for nonattainment SIPS under this standard remain in 
effect. Because NOx is a precursor to ozone, the estimated NOx emissions 
from the proposed FSRU are subject to requirements for permitting under 
the CAA and are excluded from General Conformity pursuant to 40 CFR 
93.153(d)(l). Section 3.9.1.1 of the final EIS has been updated 
accordingly. 

SA2-29 Section 3.9.1.2 of the final EIS has been updated to reflect that the Project 
region is considered nonattainment for both ozone and PM2 5 ,  and that both 
of those pollutants, along with their precursors, are evaluated against 
General Conformity applicability thresholds. 

SA2-30 AS described in Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS, FERC had a thrd-party 
review conducted on the technical feasibility of using a dynamically 
positioned lay barge for pipeline installation. The review concluded that a 
dynamically positioned lay barge was feasible, and that there would be 
minimal disturbance associated with vessel thrusters at the minimum water 
depth along the proposed 21.7-mile pipeline. 

SA2-31 Thank you for this information. We concur that a monitoring requirement 
would be appropriate as part of water quality permitting. 
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STATE OF NEW YORK DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SERVICE . THREE E.ZIPIRL S T A I E  PI.AI.A, ALBANY. N Y  12223-1350 
ImrmrI Addrm utp:arrrlpcd#a.rys, 

January 22, 2007 

Honorable Magalze R Salas, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Cammisslon 
888 First Street, N.E- 
Room 1-4209 
Waahzngton. D.C. 20426 

Re: Docket No. CPO6-54-000 - Broadwater Eners LLC 
Docket No. CP06-55-000 - Broadwater Dlpeline LLC 

Dear Secretary Salas; 

Pursuant to a notlce ~ssued November 17, 2606, please find 
comments of  the New York State Department of eubllc Service on 
the draft Environmental Impact Statement in the abcrve-entitled 
proceedings. We appreciate the opportunity to provide the 
Comisszan with these corwnts and look forward to working wrth 
local, State and Federal off:clale to eneure that the concerns 
addressed herein and ln the futdre are appropriately cwnaldered 

Should you have m y  questions, please feel Eree to contact 
me at ( 5 1 8 )  486-2652. 

Very truly yours, 

Saul A. Rigberg 
Asalstant Counsel 

Attachment 
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Broadwater Energy LLC ) Docket No, CP06-54-000 
> 

Broaawater Pipelme LLC 1 Docket No. CP06-55-000 
> 

C 8-CE 
ON TgE FIIBAFP STAT 

ImoBumIw 

On January 30, 2006, Broadwater Energy LLC 

(Broadwacer} flled an application with the Federal Energy 

Regulatory Cmmlssion !FERC or Cotnmisaio~~l for authority to 

Bite, Construct and operate a liquefied natural gas (LNG) 

floatlng storage and re-gasrflcatron unlt &T~RUI Import 

temznal. The LNC termrnal and associated fac~lities are 

proposed to be located in Mng Island Sound, approximately nine 

mzlee from the shore of king Island, In New York State (HYSI 

waters. Also on January 30, 2006, Broadwater Plpeline LLC fllerf 

an applzcat~on far authorizatlen to construct, own, operate, and 

malntarn a slngle-use plpelrns to tranaport natural gas 

approximtely 22 miles from the texmlnal to a sub-sea 

interconnectlcn wsth an exieting pipeline. These comnts 

address a very lem~ted set of Lssues that should be encluded in 

the final Envimnmental Impact Statement (PETS). 
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OR RebruaSy 2 8 .  2006, the New York State Department of 

Public Service INYSDPS) submitted its Safety Rdvlsory ~e~ort' on 

state and local safety onslderatlons relatlve to Broadwater'a; 

applxcat~on pursuant the Natural Gas Act tNGA) 115 US.C. E717b- 

I). The StaEE of the Federal Energy Ziegulatory Commlssian (PERC 

or Comissxonl released a draft Environmental Impact Statement 

(DEIS] on Navember 17, 2006. Table 8-1 of Appendix A to the 

D E I S  identzfied all of the safety conalderations diacuseed in 

the Safety Advisoq Report and prov~ded eltations to sections In 

the IIEIS where the consideration as discussed. In several 

instances, however, the BE18 Called to address the referenced 

issue or a clarrflcation 1s necessa-ry. Fznally, NYSDPS comments 

on a posslble error in the DE1S and on an environmental matter. 

Copies of  all correspondence rqarding matters ralsed 

in rlreae Comments should be ack3ressec.i to: 

Saul A. R i g b e r g  Thomas 6 .  Dvorsky, Dzrector 
Assistant Counsel Offlce of Gas 6 Water 
New York State Ihpartmsnt New York State Departerent 

of Public Service of Public Service 
Three Enpire State Plaza Three Emp~re State Plaza 
Albany. New York 12223-1350 Albany, Hew York 12223-3350 
Saul rlgbergwtps.srata.ny.us thomas dvorsky@dpe.atate.ny.us 

"e ~dvxsoq Repart ~ncorporated comments from the BY9 
Bepartmgnt of State (Xis), the NYS Emrgency Management 
Oft~ce [seMo), the N Y S  Department of Tranaportatlon (DOTI, 
the NYS Off~ct? of ~ 0 ~ l a n d  Security (OHS), the NYSDPS, as 
well aa several local governmental entities, including the 
County of Suffolk and Town of Huntrngton, 
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f4AC&moIIX[D 

Pursuant to the ti=, as amended by the Energy Pollcy 

Act of 2005, the Commzasion is requzred to cnnsvlt wlth the 

state in whlch an W G  terminal, is proposed to be located 

regardzng state and lacal safety matters.' in a December 29, 

21105 letter from Governor Patakl to Chairman Xelllher, the 

NYSUPS was deslgnated as the appropriate State agency for 

purpssas of consulting w ~ t h  FERC on all sltlng and safety 

matters regardrng Broadwater's applxcations. 

The NGA provides that the NYSUFS, as the designated 

state? agency, may furnrsh FERC wlth an adviaory report on State 

and local safety cons~deratlons, and that before the Csrrnnission 

may lssue an order authorizing Braadwater to slte, construct, 

expand or operate the proposed W G  term~nal, it 1s requ~red to 

"review and respond speclf+eallyB to the safety matters rarsed 

by the deslgnated state agency.' 

I. 
ADDRESSED IN THE DRABT MVIRONMXNTAL 
IMPACT STA- 

'"suring that the eployees, including any 
contractors, involved in operations and maintenmile 
activities for the FSRU, tug boa&@, and Ltre pipeline 
are qsalified and periodically retested to ensure 

' 15 U . S .  C.  1717b-1. 

Id. - 
b o r e d  material 1s from the NYSDPS safety kdvlsozy Report. 
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proper knowiedge and che abil i t y  to perfarm cri tical 
operations; and identify the safety-relatd standards 
whrch are applicable to the project. " 

Cite: DEIS Sectlon 3.10.6: also the Waterway Sultabillty - 
Report (WSRI 

at: Nelther the reEerenced aec.cion nor the RSR addresses - 
this issue; howe-~er, the Issue re addressed in Sectlon 

2.4.1. The reference should be cor-rected m the FEZS. 

Also, please note that 49 CFR Part 192 Subpart N 

prescribee the minimum requlrernenta far operator 

qualiflcatron of indlvrduals perfomlng covered tasks 

an pipelme facilities. Thia should be addressed rn 

- the FEIS. 

I l rawr "Developing a plan to addreas the evenc of a gas - 
odorant spbl 1. " 

Citsc BEISGection3.10.3.1 - 

- ntt The referenced section does not address thls isrrue, 

Section 3.10.2.4 states that, regardmng odorants, 

Broadwater ahould provide a plan addreeazng the 

applicabrllty of any federal or state regulazlane 

regarding storage, transfer procedures, or spill 

response for theee substances. Gas odorant is a 

flammable material that must be addres~ed ln the FEIS, 

In addltlon, an odorant splll would likely result rn 

I odor mlgratlng to lend areas, whlcn would prompt 

- 4 -  

SA4- 1 Section 2.4.1 of the final EIS and Appendix I of the WSR (Appendix C of 
the final EIS) address training requirements for operators of the FSRU 
including the following statement regarding minimum requirements for 
operator qualifications for pipeline facilities: "The pipeline facilities would 
be operated and maintained in accordance with 49 CFR 192." In addition, 
Section 3.10.9.1 of the final EIS states that "the pipeline and associated 
aboveground facilities, such as the pipeline riser on the mooring tower and 
the gas jumper lines connected to the FSRU proposed for the Broadwater 
Project must be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained in 
accordance with the DOT Mmimum Federal Safety Standards in 49 CFR 
Part 192." 

SA4-2 Broadwater would be required to coordinate with federal, state, and local 
agencies to develop an Emergency Response Plan (as described in Section 
3.10.6 of the final EIS), and an SPCC plan (as described in Section 3.2.2.1 
of the final EIS). These plans would address the use and potential for 
release of hazardous materials, including odorants, and the emergency 
response procedures that would be followed if an incident were to occur 
during construction or operation of the Project. If the plans are not 
sufficient or if either 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 initiate 
construction. The final EIS has been revised to provide accurate cross 
references regarding these issues. 
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publrc conGern that a gas leak had occurred. 

Accordingly, Broadwater must be requlred to have a 

SA4-2 I specific plan to address the occurrence of such a 

SA4-3 As stated in Section 3.10.9 of the final EIS, in supplemental comments to 
the draft EIS filed on Februarv 26.2007. Broadwater committed to 

Iseue: "Speclficaeion of minimum fracture tol~ghness in thc 
(leeiyn uf the pibeline. Prupe~. clearance d ~ r d  
constmetion methods must be addressed where che 
pipeline will cross any and all cahles and other 
facill ties.1' 

Citai DEIS Sectlon 3.10.9 - 
t: The referenced sectzon does not addfdsa this issue. 

Whlle federal safety standards do not spsc~fzcally 

addreea mlnimum fracture toughness in the design of 

the pipeline, xt is c o w n  practlce and good sense to 

do. NYBDPS belleves that it should be a requirement 

In the FEIS for Broadwater to address mxnimm fracture 

- toughness in the design of the pipeline. 

I48uea "Evaluation of the deffign feasiblli ty of ef cher mving - 
the PERU out of Long Inland Sound or to a safer 
location i n  pmp~ration OF aevexe wacher eventf;. 
Specific deeign cunsiderations, as well as fdae 
reduction of the atormi volume of W G ,  should be 
addressed. * 

Cite? DEIS Section 3.10.2 - 

: The referenced section does not addreas this issue. 

SM-4 1 However, in the Emergency Response Plan drscusaion under 

Section 3.18.6, Part 1. remmends that Breadwater 

- 5 -  

2 ,  

undertake a fracture control analysis that would take into consideration 
pipeline operating conditions in order to specify pipe fracture toughness 
requirements and ensure that the pipeline would have adequate resistance to 
fractures. 

SA4-4 Broadwater would be required to prepare an Emergency Response Plan as 
described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS. The plan would address a 
wide variety of emergencies and associated response procedures, including 
what, if any, conditions might warrant disconnecting the FSRU from the 
YMS; where it could be safely relocated; and, if relocation is the 
appropriate procedure, what precautions would be necessaly. The plan also 
would address emergency responses that would be implemented if the 
FSRU breaks away from the YMS. FERC would review the plan and 
would not authorize initiation of construction until the plan was approved. 
As a result, prior to construction, relevant aspects of the emergency 
response needs for the Project, including consideration of the concerns 
raised by the commentor, would be addressed by FERC and the Coast 
Guard. 
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develop "procedures for purnpzng down the LNG on board 

the FSRU in preparation for aevere weather events such 

as a hurricane." Part h of Bectlon 3.10.6 states that 

Braadwater mhould develop Wprocedures for off-loadxng 

bA16 from the PSRU tc the LNG carrier In the event that 

the PSRU must be removed from the mooring, However, 

the DEIS does not further recpsre Broadwater to evaluate 

or develop grocedurea as to what ~t should do once the 

FSRIj is disconnected from the Yoke Mooring System (MSt. 

The Emergency Response Plan should discuss the 

circumstances that would require the FSRU to be removed 

L from the YMS and the process to move It to a safe haven. 

Issue: "Analyzing how the C~mfssson will arconuncLdate state - 
safety inapctiona, as provided for under the NGA, to 
ensure continued safe opera t ~ o n  and maintenance. H 

- 8  DEIS 3.10.7.1 

I The referenced section does not address t h ~ s  issue. 

Section 3.10 9.1 does explain USmT ~urisd~ction over 

the pipeline facility, but there 1s no mentlon of how 

the Comiss~an would accomdate state nafety 

I inspectsons of the FSRU. However, the issue LS 

broadly addressed in Section 2.4.1; the reference 

shobld be corrected in the PEI5. Aleo, to ensure 

proper coordination of xnspections, the specifrc 

6 - 

SA4-5 As noted by the commentor, information on FSRU inspections after 
operation has commenced were described in Section 2.4.1 of the EIS. That 
section also stated that the EPAct of 2005 authorizes the state commission 
to conduct safety inspections and provide notice of any violations for 
appropriate action by FERC. We have revised the final EIS to accurately 
cross reference the sections addressing these issues. The mechanics of 
coordination between FERC and the State would be worked out closer to 
the date of construction. We would envision that state safety inspections 
would be performed concurrent with FERC inspections. Other approaches, 
should they provide more convenience, would be considered. 
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process by whlch the Commissxe~'~ will accomdarc stare 

SA4-5 safety inspectlone should be addressed in the FEiS. 

Issua: "6nsuring Ghat emp1o)nees' hackgmnds are screened - 
prior eo being hired, and security clearances are 
regrtired as necessaq. " 

C i t e s  O E I S S e c t i o n 3 . 7 , 1 . 4 ; a l s o t h e W S R  - 
tt NeiCher the referenced erection nor the WSR 

gpecifieally addresses thla rasue. The issue 1s. 

however, indlrectly addressed zn Section 3.7.1 by 

reference to the frlar~ne TransportatLon Security Act 

SA4-6 The Coast Guard would be responsible for enforcing the requirements of 
the Marine Transportation Security Act and the requirements of 33 CFR 
105. Many of the details of enforcement, including the concern noted in 
the comment, are considered Sensitive Security Information and cannot be 
included in the final EIS. 

and 33 CFR Part 105. The FElS should specifically 

addrese tbe procedures ln whlch the Coast Guard Will 

verify the identity, baclcground, and acceptabllrty of 

Ieouei 'maewaticm, isolation, and rescue gsroedures shall be 
asessed" 

t t  This lsaue 1s indirectly addressed in Section 3.10.4.2 SA4-7 As indicated by the commentor, evacuation plannmg would be mcluded m 
development of the Emergency Response Plan, which is subject to approval 

by reference to the International Canventlon Lor the by FERC The recommendation for preparation and submittal of an 
Safety of Life at Sea ISOLRS) standards, The FEIS 

should clarify that the Emergency Response Plan wzll 

include procedures for the evacuation and rescue of 

persons on board rhe FSRU and LNG carriers. - 

Emergency Response Plan in section 3.i0.6 of the final EIS has been 
revised to include evacuation and rescue of personnel. 
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Ieauei "KYSWS via the Office of Flre  Prevention and control - 
believes i t  ~ h o u l d  have a roIe i n  the developent of 
an a r g e n c y  Respanse Plan, " 

: The FEIS should c la r i fy  that N Y S W S ,  sper l f l ca i ly ,  1s 
SM-8 [ 

parz. of the "s ta te  emergency planning group." 

Ieauet 9Analysing the in te rchmgenbi l~ ty  of  the  vaporlred gas 
leaving the FSRU, including the B?Zr content, the Wobbe 
mdex range, and che concentracfon of inerr  gas t o  
ensure the sa fe  opratmon of the gas urnsportat ion 
and dis tr ibut ion sya tms  and gas utilization 
epipnren t . * 

SA4-8 Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS includes a recommendation that Broadwater 
develop an Emergency Response Plan and coordinate procedures with the 
Coast Guard; state, county, and local emergency planning groups; fire 
departments; state and local law enforcement; and appropriate federal 
agencies. FERC must approve the Emergency Response Plan prior to final 
approval to begin construction. If FERC believes that key agencies were 
left out of the Emergency Response Plan preparation, the plan would not be 
approved. 

Cite: DEIS Sectlsn 2.4.2 

t t  Mhihlle the referenced seetion of the REIS br ie f ly  
SA4-9 We have revised Section 2 4 2 of the fmal EIS to ~rovide additional 

refere t e  the gas quality equipment t o  be located on 

the FSRU and the Iroquols Gas Pipelmne, l t  does not 

specrf lcal ly  address gas interchangeabllsty, In 

I additLon t o  the EJYSDPS, other par t i es  to  thxsj 

proceedzng have submitted coments and concerns an 

regard to  gas ~nterchangeabill  ty." 

2ocket PF05-4 (Brzddwater Pre-L lllng p~oceedinq) , Comments cat 
Iroquols G ~ B  T~W.$I- IBI~OII  System, L . P .  l l l e d  October 7. 2305. 
gg. 4 ;  Docket CP06 44, myspan Delivery Companies Motaon t o  
Intervene, C ~ m e n t s  and Request f a r  Technreal Conference faled 
March 10, 2006; h c k e t  CP06-54, Motlon f o r  Leave t o  Reply and 
Reply Cornments of Broadwater Energy LLC and Broadwater 
Pipelme LLC f ~ l e d  Aprzl 3, 2006, pgs. 34-36: Docket CP06-54, 
Supplemental Comments aE Iroquols Gas Transmiss~on System, 
b . F ,  filed A p r ~ l  2.1, 2806, pgs. 3-4. 

8 - 

information on gas interchangeability issues, including information on the 
agreement between IGTS and Broadwater that addresses gas 
interchangeability issues documented in the IGTS letter of April 11,2006, 
and filed in the FERC docket for the Project. 
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Moreover, the Comis~iion's "Policy Statement On 

Provisions Governing Natural Gas Quallty And 

Interchangeabiltty In Tnterstate Natural Gas Papeline 

Company Tariffs," issued June 15, 2006 In Docket No. 

PL04-3-000 provides a8 follows: 

5. New Companies Authorized 
under Sectlon 3 of  the 
NatUral Gas ~ c t  

4 6 .  The C o m s s ~ o n  zntends to 
apply this policy in rte review of 
praposals to construct and operate new 
faciltties Eor the iqortatzon of 
natural gas. Applleants should include 
information in their application which 
demonetrates the cmpatibility of chelr 
mports with the gae quality and 
inrerchangeability requlraents oE all 
interconnecting pzpelinas,. 

Consistent with that policy, FERC should fully address SA4- 10 Please see our response to comment SA4-9 

the gaa interchsng~bility issue xn the FEIS and/or 

its Order granting suthorzty under Section 3 of the 

Natural Gas Act and resluing Certificate in this 

TI. 
CT 19 COWaID- A WIOFl 

(Kca)  

The DETS under Section 3.10.9.L Pipeline High 

Conseqwence Areaa, states: Due to the offshore location, there 

are no HCAs tn the vlclnlty of the pipel~ne proposed for the 
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Braadwater Project. This portion a£ the pipeline should be 

cons~dered to be I n  an HCA for the followrng two reasons: 

First, the Pipeline and Nazardous Raterials Safety 

Administration (PHMSA) has clarified that coropany faclllties and 

off-shore platforms are considered HCAs under 49 CFR Part 192 

Subpart 0 Pipeline Integrity Itlanagment. In the sect&on on. 

Frequently Asked Questions, the following appears: 

FAG-151: Off-ahre Platfoms as Algh 
Cansepenee Area8 Weatran: Must off- 
shore plati~rne be treated as high 
consequence areas? 

mswer: when associated w+th a 
transmission llne, an offshore platform 
must be consrdered as a poas~ble 
"identifxed e ~ t e . V h e  platform may 
become an HCA if it IS occupied by 
enough people [including employees sf 
the operator1 on a suff~cient number of 
days each year to meet the criteria in 
the rule. 

Moreover, an "identified siten is deemed In 49 CFR Part 192.903 

aa "[a1 fac~lity occupaed by persona who arm confined, are sf 

zrnpaired mabillty, or would be difficult to evacuate." 

,-Accordingly, the facillty i s  an identifled site and a portion of 

SA4-, , 1 the Lranaaissron pzpeline should be cons~dered an HCA. 
SA4- 1 1 Section 3.10.9.1 of the final EIS has been revised to address the appropriate 

pipeline designation as it relates to integrity management requirements. 

I Therefore, Broadwater must develop a Trarmiaaion Integrrty 

Management Plan £or the RC% portion of tlie pipelrne. 
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SA4-12 Sections 3.5.1 and 3.5.6 of the final EIS summarize the visual and lighting 
elements of the FSRU, YMS, and proposed fixed safety and security zone. 

IZI. B h l V Z R O ~ E ~ ~  X68UES 

DETS Sectron 3.5.6.4 addresses operational effects of 

the praject on visual resources. R BERC staff recommndation at 

gage 3-100 includes revrew and approval o f  a lighting plan prior 

to placlng the facility lnto operation. NYSDPB ancowages FERC 

to rdentxfy ln the FEIS additional atipulatlona on the l~ght~ng 

plan and visual mltlgatron strateglee. 

If Broadwater receives initial authorization from the Commission to 
continue with Project design, there would be continuing reviews of the 
Project, including final design, operations manuals, and an Emergency 
Response Plan. If the information provided is approved by FERC and the 
Coast Guard, the Commission would authorize the Project to continue into SA4-22 
the next review cycle, or perhaps approve initiation of construction. 
Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS includes a recommendation that Broadwater 
file its final FSRU lighting plan with FERC for review, and Broadwater 
would not receive authorization to proceed if FERC does not approve of the 
plan. 

We recornend that the lighting plan be developed at an 

earller stage in project development, so that lightxng design, 

controls, and layout are considered at a point where changes can 

be aceomdated as appropriate. In addition, zc ta important 

that operational lightrng design a ~ e o ~ a t e  lrghting 

reguirements for worker safety while minlmzzing off-site 

Lightrng efEects. A~coTrJlngly, the design should ~nclude dark 

skies compliant features as appropriate and FAA hazard warning 

lightrng requremnts should be identified, with cons~deratlon 

- of least intruszve lighting sohems. 

SA4- 13 Our recommendation in Section 3.5.6.4 of the final EIS has been revised to 
require Broadwater to file the final FSRU and YMS color schemes with 
FERC. 

Finaily, the develaper proposed alternative faeillty 
SA4-13 

color-schemea, but the DEfS does not ~ndicate that the 
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a l t e r n a t i v e s  shocld be Elled and revlewed by FERC. Such revlew 

and approval should be r e p l r e d .  

Respectfully s h l t t e d ,  

zfl 
Feter w. McGewan, Actlnq 

General  Counsel 
New York State Department of 

Publrc BarvlC* 

BY: Saul  A. Rigberg 
Aasimtant Counael 
3 EmDire S t a t e  Plam 

Dated: January 22,  2007 
Albany, New York 
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hns Ma~al le  R Salas 
Secretary 
Fe~Jcral E.~crgy Rc~dldtrrry CUII~IIII:~;;II 
GCA F~rst 9 I',E R o c p  ? A  
Viasllincjtor. 3 C  X42E 

Re: OEPIDEZEIGas Branch 3 
Broadwater LNG Project 
Docket No. CP06-54000 

Dear Ms Sahs 

The New York State Office of General Sewloes faGS1, as Me State agency - .  
rusrio:isiWt. fcti t . 1 ~  s i . ~ c i ~ ~ l t e r ~ d ~ ! i ~ ~  and d.svositi~ri 01 S ' r c  lalids :rrcludiilg arld 
urden!.ater wursuant to the )lei.; \ 'ori State Public La;los La\?, c?L-i ard as an 
inl.oli,en agency n tne reference(l propQsal, sul:l.-~ta the ,n los,iing cornients on 
tt-e draft Ln~*~ronmei ta l  'Inpact Staterent (tl S;. 

The proposal entails a permanent removal of an  area of uiprecedented size 
from the State's navigable waters for the LNG Project The ElS should evaluate 
whether the conveyan= of a leasehold or easement to a private entity for the 
Broadwater LNG Proad o f  substanllal acreage In the rn~ddle of the Long Hand 
Sound waterway for the floatlng regasification plant, security zone connecting 
p~pel~ne and redncted channel IS an abd~catlon of the State s public trust 
responslbtlk~es and whether conveyance of such an Interest can be done without 
impaliment of the public Interest In the lands and waters remalnlng (See 
Central R R v Iltmo~s, 146 US 387) The EIS should also include a section 
expiicttly evaluating the ~mpact of the proposal on New YorKs PLL ~ncluding the 
p u b l ~  trust factors set forth in Article 6, Secilon 75, sufflclent fo support a 
decis~on on the Impacts on the State publ!c lrusl and agency Findings on the 
issue 

The EIS should explicitly oons~der the applrcable polaas of the NYS 
Coastal Management Program, a~thorized pursuan? to the federal coastal Zone 
Maiagemeni Act and Ari~cle 42 of the NYS Executive Law, as embodled in the 
[name of Ll Ct program), 

SA5-1 Section 3.5.7.4 of the final EIS addresses environmental issues associated 
with the Public Trust Doctrine. However, legal issues related to public 
trust lands are not a component of our environmental review process and 
therefore are not included in the final EIS. 

SA5-2 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 the applicable local land management plans. 
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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Ms Magalie R Salas -2- January 23,2007 

- The E1S should Include d~scuss~on of the NYS Envlronmerrtal Qualdy 
Review Act (Section 8 of the Environmental Consewatton Law) and i ts  
lmplernent~ng regulations at 6 NYCRR 61 7 (together referred to as SEQR) Thls 
discussion should eiabomte on those characrer~st~cs and requfrements of the 
State review not embraced in the EIS prepared pursuant to the Natlonal 
Environmental Protect~on Act (NEPA) Please elaborate on the proposed 
measures of m~t~gation for a1 identified significant potentla1 ~mpacts including the 
loss of tile aforement~oned publrc: trust lands To the extent possible, mltlgatron 
should be quantified, based upon the relatlve costs and benefrts af the proposal 
upon the resource belng mdrgajed 

The impacts to natural resources and the State and regional env~ronment 
should s~m~larly be qwnt~hed ut~l~erng cons~deratton cf costs and benefits 
Pursuant to SEQR rhls balancing can ako utillze economic, socfal and cultural 
cons~deratlons, as well as eovtronmental ones 

The alternatives d~scuss~on should Include aqalys~s suffic~nt to satisfy 
SEQR, as well as expliclt specific consideration cf the State's publ~c trust 
responsrbrllttes 

The SEQR analyses are requ~red for Stale agencies to Issue f~nd~ngs, a / requlremem precedent lo  issum. any spprcvals or arsnttng any interest in the / lands of the State 

Pnor to issulng any approvals, not~ficatlon must be made pursuant to the 
PLL to adjacent property owners and affected government agencies This not~ce 
invifes comments from affected partles, wh~ch must be considered by OGS 
before faklng aet~on 

Tbank you h r  t te 03portunlty to psrtlc~pate 11 tne prcposal a id prorlae 
:o7inlerts Pleasc clrer a i y  xrnnicrts c.r q~.estlu?s:o Tie d! 15.8) -71-49t: 

James Sproat 
D~redor 
Rea Estate Plannlng d Development 

SA5-3 In accordance with the requirements of the NGA and 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 of 
the final EIS, 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 (SEQR) mandates 
a state environmental review process as a part of the application review 
process for state agencies. However, because our decision on the Project 
will be a federal action, the EIS does not address the requirements of 
SEQR. Some of the assessments and other information included in our 
final EIS may be similar to those required for an SEQR impact analysis and 
may be useful to NYSOGS and other state agencies in their review of the 
Project. 
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SAS-1 Thank you for notifying us of the missing pages The entire text of the 
WSR is included as Appendix C of the h a 1  EIS. 

SA6-2 All f i e d  Project-related facil~ties under the jurisdiction of FERC would be 
located entirely in Suffolk County, New York; these include the FSRU, 
YMS, pipeline, and onshore facilities. As noted by the comment and as 
stated m Secbon 2.1 of the fmal EIS, a small portion of the proposed fxed 
safety and security zone around the YMS and FSaU would extend into 
Connecticut waters As stated m Section 3.2 6.1 of the WSR (Appendix C 
of the final EIS), some LNG carriers and their proposed safety and security 
zones may pass through Connecticut waters. 

SA6-3 A portion of this comment is addressed in response to comment SA6-2. In 
addiQon, we have assessed the environmental impacts of the proposed 
s a f i  and security zone around the YMS and FSRU and have reported the 
results of those assessments throughout the final EIS. Our a~essments 
mcluded potential q a c t s  to public use chre to exclusion from the entire 
proposal safety and security zone. HoweverI legal aspects of the Public 
Trust Doc& are not part of our environmental review. Section 3 5.7.4 
addresses issues related to public tmst 
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of a Cowtima eod-y &-tion try& appticaat While seetion 3.5.7.1 of ths DEB 
does &ma the need fq Bmadwater to o m  a c e d y  mmm New York's 
f b k d y - ~ v d  0- it .seam that tbg Cogsd bud's Leaw of 
& W n  (LOB] pmces, firom which the &ty zonc orighaW is a 
autborizaticul p a 8  far CZWA a- p u p m  d thet C-omseCti~~ missad thr: Mi 
for requedmg consistency re~icw.~  Given that thc CCSR % a rqdmd c v t  af an LNG 
facility autborfdw mLr @e Nadaral Cias Act srnd the Energy Policy Act of2QO8 (EPAct), and 
that EPACT ~~ a ~ o n s o ~ e d  aad aviwv pmo- .Ear all LNG authckatians 
under federal litw, we do. not undmkd how the LOR can be d & m d  a spwa& aWbrk&on 
widb JL -ate avim framework @om FERC's rtYiew of thls applicatilsn. Accwdingly, w 
mp EERC to r;scpesida i$ position and to require that Broadw$tcr obin W A  eonnat.wce 
ftom Gonnacticut prior ta tinal mtian on rbis ~@~c&QE. W&ow the opfrcinl wiw 
o p p o m i  aEMded by the C;SMA pm&-y pmem, the l l q m k m r s  O Q ~  on the 
lbxtd* qplicatian carry no m e  weigft t h  my & public eo-ts, so that WB a~p: 
fwed to depend entirely on FERC'B c~asiddm of hw md &r what cb-s 
C-ti@ututs citizens mmry be tec1wtea from farty aaos of W pubIio Mst pmpty. Under 
such &tion% as &vet;lsr Reli d in her r c h  deliwed the lmwy 9,2007 publh 
hearing on IhE DEIS, ''I:o&g Cmcricut w acoept tho* types of a-ty m a  rqaweab a 

- W g  OFOW propex@." 

l% DEIGP A l W \ t e s  &&& in W m  4 1s &&mentally flawed, if not 
disitrgenaw., The Broadwter p@& is evdt~ated a wide range of iudividud 
altmmi~es, kl* mnmable gl~%y sawms, difkmt pipelina sy&m ~ ~ v e a ,  otha 
ptoposed LNG tern&&, and alternative termid md pipdine Each om? of these 
altmafhw in d e w &  iar iwMm mi reject4 due to allegedly gn&s mvirunnrmttil 
impacts fkan Bmadwater, w not pwi&q mou& aulditioaal ~mpoekd) gss mpply, or bath. 
Howaver, leasi five ofthe alterdure pipdine grid kmiW pmjacts acjected by tbr: DEIS have 
~ y h ~ p ~ o v O Y I  by FERC,s~llrattheen ' I irnpltEts of the dtamtive pj&s 
haw, pwma.bl, already boc. d d  a@~ep=C W d  themfa. a s W 1  
pwpwm of the DEB, &at & imireprscts of Broadwater will be ~ 1 w M v e ~  Bot d m ,  with 
rqmlto envimmmnral hp&ts dikh rn WQta be tw&in& myway. 

I I e ~ 8 4 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t a k a t l o b a & ~ t h e & ~ 0 f * W ~ W W g ~ ~ n  
pipdim, sler, fDcated in hmg bland Swud, &t &on 41.1.2. Since FERC has already 
a p d t h i s ~ d ~ a F m a l E B ~ h i d z e p s a p d m f l e i s a o t t h e 1 M  
ewi l t~~enIUy inpictin& it is &o&ng to wi &at the DEB mjsts hhda hi as having rm 
u a a c ~ I c -  a d w  impact o u m ~  to 13roa&&terI Blid ale0 bwme it dim nM meet the 
region's demd for mtwd gw. IfB~Ifwtcr b truly supssior to lslaneer Ejlst envirommWU~ 
mdmdwifh~W~gaa~~,then~tjusiiflcation~fm~~tingLi& 
Iiast? In&%Co~tDmMLyeadrrtBPstheDEISaaal~afb~w,gmdbetsedm 
tfn DmS eonclueion, ~~y suggesw that FERC promptly revoke irs approval of the 

'The I3E[S m- this deadllnc from on A- 16.2U05 public notice.. Howcvcr, it w not unlil the release of 
Ibe WSR on .fspmaber ZI.2006 Lst the Bmedw8tu prujsct uas confirmed ps extending into C o m t i m  wetem hy 
virme o f t h  security m. Amordingly, the Conmirdcoar's mqucstr to PEW for consistotcy r e v i m  were timely. 

SA6-4 FERC has no legal awthority to grant Connecticut a formal role mder the 
CZMA because. tbe Coast Guard is responsible for ensuing compliance 
with the C2lvIA as it relates to establishment of the safety and security 
zones for LNG marine M i c  icectmg Connmticut waters. For additional 
discussion on 'this topic, please see Sstian 3.5.7.1 dthe final E5S. 

SA6-5 Section 3.11.5 af the fitlil EIS assess  potential cumulative mpacts that 
would be associated with recently approved pipeline and LNG projects. 
Sections 4.3 and 4.4 discuss some of these stme projects as alternative 
methods for g e t t q  gas to the Connecticut, Long Island, and New York 
City markets. 

SA6-6 In Section 4.3.1 '2, the. final EIS discusses the proposed Islander East 
pipaline as an alternative to the B r o a d e r  Project. In that analysis, we 
n&ed that the k l a d e r  East pipeline, as currently proposed, would not h 
able to supply sufficient natural gas to Broadwater's w e t  mark- 
particularly Long Island and New York City. To provide these extra 
volmes of gas, the Islander East pipeline as approved by FERC la 2004 
would need to be substmtially expanded and would require camtrmtim 
and operation of compressor statians (with associated air and noise 
emissions) in order to me& the stated Broadwater Proje~t needs. Charly, 
the expanded configuration of Islander East is the one that we evaluated as 
an altemdive to Broadwater. It 1s the supplmental fadities needed to 
make Islander East comparable that render it a less attractwe al temve.  
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ProjGct Nos, PF05-4 
CP06.54 1& 55 

E m  pipeliae en* in a: eomphensiv~ d d o o  Ofall of the al tendw & 
tlre &on's @,and for mtwd g~ thar d w l d g t s ,  d m  
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Hub @gee& eoutd pruvidew @dmt level o f p  supply P tlabregipe wi&mt any imw to 
~ o n g ~ 8 ~ ~ 0 ~  H h ~ t i ~ ~ f ~ L ~ k ~ ~ @ t h t : ~ ~  

Bd7~ater  to thg regioni& pipehe gysrem could be mplaed by a aotnWti011 of the 
W s  Chmay aad Mepbw Terdtd  p r o j a  bath of ~ & b  iFa@ &em gppmvad by 

- ~ u s c m i  O U Y ~ O T  IbmIleyey 

- The diepIa&qn~mt of m a t i m l  mid m m m c ~  b the project is a d@crurt 
impact #the pmfsbt. Aaws ta tradiri&ly I& by the. public, as agLI as the qMry ot 
i~xpefknce, WQUld be M # W  tlbg &xddMa& - m i  mmc d -tY 
* t t n m u S a 1 I . R r . u d m L W S o d  I - I ~ , i t i s n a t ~ % ~ ~ ~  
sUFB impaOtS at lhis dnae, N o & b  ~ r i o n a l  rnec+saam3 sboukl be dd to a d d  these 
im-. For Instrotec, M n g  the FSRU at a dte Outpi& of  hug IsW B d ,  su~h as 
dwdb%d in t%lterdve 4.8.2.1, would ~ b i m t e  i n w m  wirh thmc esbthg usa at the 
Ram (md ew&m fxm~ Uaud Somd and &odd be given @titar considemiion in the adysis of 

- aim. 

- FjBBUY, &e DDEIS in d m  4,&P.I agaeats in @ve skiff t~ &E beterdw d 
exysndirq3 the e x ' i  Keyspan or Qm- on $&nm. Ofcaws these wk have 
n o t b e e n w @ t o ~ ~ f : ~ m i m p o t t s , & b u t w ~ d a d ~ e d d l a n g I s l a n d  
5m& nor b she IrqUaiS pipulle heen d e s i g ~ d  to wornmodate gas &om Broad* 
w&imat d d m v  Given the #hawid kwmmaa ar&bIc to th spplim, ,8s$ 
the m&amy authority @joyed by FERC, @dm1y the pwer uf eminent domain aver 
prhm tgpmpetqr, it is btmmmkd fintr tlie D m  IU% to csa$uct a eompletc aardyais of GO-lac* 
~ ~ a n d ~ ~ k I U l b l &  ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ d ~ d & & d t a n k ~  

h r r u r m ~ w ~ ~ ~ l e r & , t t r P I k ~ ~ t h e  i s s ~ e o f t $ e ~ r r l i ~  oa 
t n i ~ ~ d u c t a w E s i o n o r ~ t a & e ~ i W  TbaDEiShssaddm~tbtm 
coacws, altwit inn muwry and limZted fsshiorm. Although the ptedd bpct5 mmy be $it ,  

.' Ds@te &e msr fio@phir ?t WIIS tm&& WUm M i 1 ~  pipeline wouldbe mr&med in ICh o f  
~ ? ( ~ ~ ~ ' a d a a i a l d & ~ y . W t h L r N Y q O S i d e c ~ & R d ~ o f ~ ' s d & h c m  
MOle~bm's  CZMA appwlbifltgpf pmiial -I& al-vc row tb a miud p pipeline oxmxing Of 
rhz #&m Rim. Tkm. iifdxaapplma wefl? t(l wkb-f ia l@Moif-bJe e r r ~ h U c ~ m h ,  
~ p r o l s n 1 ~ ~ n l d c ~ ~ s p a v i 9 b k ~ l g p r a V i d e ~ $ u t o 4 u t ~  

SA6-7 As discussed in Section 4.3, the final EIS waluates the potential of each 
em-, approved, and planned LNG tamitla1 in the region to serve as an 
alternative to the proposed Broadwater Project. Section 4.3 has been 
expanded in the final EIS to cansider cambinations of LNG terminals and 
pipelines that have bem approved by FERC or the Coast Guard as potential 
alternatives to the Broadwater LNG Project. There is no guarantee that 
these pending projeets will be built, thus, they may not provide any gas to 
their target markets much less to Braadwater's. However, none of t h e  
a l t d v e  projects have identified the same target market as Broadwater. 
Consequently, each would need to be expanded or modified to meet the 
same project objective as Broadwata. 

SA6-8 As described in Sectiom 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, the proposed 
fixed safety and security zone around the YhB and the FSRU, and the 
proposed moving safety and security zone around each carrier would result 
in localized impacts. Long Island Sound is ahnost entirely unconstricted 
with large areas of open water. The only area of patential constriction is 
the Race. Therefore, discussions on potential lterferenccs with recreational 
vessels should be focused on that geographic feature. In sunmqf an LNG 
carrier and its proposed moving safety and smurity mne 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 zane would pass a 
single point within about 15 minutes. Vessels in the path of an oncoming 
LNG carria and its safety and security zone would be reg~red to 
temporarily mwr; from their pasitions, however, same vessels could transit 
the Race while a carrier is present by using the area between the limilimits of 
the Race and the edge of the carria's safety and security zone. 
Recreational vessels would generally be able to enter or e ~ z t  eastm Long 
Island Sound using the Race concment with the movements of LNG 
carriers. B~ecause LNG carriers would transit the Race no more than once a 
day, the potential conflict with other vessels would be only oc~asional. In 
addition, if authorized, it is expected that Coast Guard would require 
Broadwater to schedule LNG cardm translts to mnbnke impact to o&a 
waterway usas, to the extent practical, as recammended by the Coast 
Guard in Section 8.4 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final EIS$. 

The safety and secmity zone of each LNG cartier would cover an area of 
approximately 0.2 percent of the total m a  of Long Island Sound, and only 
one camer m l d  be present inside the pilot stations at any one tune. All 
other portions of the LNG carria route would be available for usc 
Therefore, the displacement of recreational and commercial uses would not 
cause a significant impact. 
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SAG-8 (Continued) 

In Section 4.0 of the final EIS, we have considered the environmental 
impacts of potential 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. We determined that 
alternatives that are outside of Long Island Sound would result in greater 
impacts to natural resources than those of the proposed Broadwater Project, 
particularly due to pipeline construction. We also determined that impacts 
to marine transportation from LNG carrier transits outside of Long Island 
Sound would be comparable to those of the proposed Project (that is, minor 
and tempora~y when they did occur, but would periodically continue 
throughout the life of the Project). 

SAG-9 In Section 4.4.1.1, the final EIS discusses the feasibility of retrofitting 
either the KeySpan or ConocoPhillips platforms for use as an LNG 
receiving, storage, and regasification facility. First, an LNG terminal at 
either of these locations would be much closer to populated areas than the 
proposed Broadwater Project. As described in the final EIS, neither of 
these facilities could be utilized for the above-referenced functions without 
significant infrastructure improvements, including (a) expansion of the 
existing platform bases (which are 50 to 100 feet long) to accommodate 
LNG carriers that may be 1,000 feet long or longer; and (b) provision of 
space, either onshore or offshore, for LNG storage and regasification 
functions. 

SAG- 1 0 As discussed in responses to comments FA1-2 and FA1-6, Section 3.3.5 of 
the final EIS has been expanded to more fully discuss potential impacts of 
lighting and strike hazards to avian species. 
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SA6-*I 1 Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS h s  been expanded to more fully discuss 
potential iaapacts of strike hazards to bats. 

SA6-'12 Thank you for your cement. The fm1 E I  has been modified to heJude 
a discussion on potentid impacts to prey or food items of marine mammals. 
At the request of W S ,  we have included areearnendation in Section 
3.4.1.2 of the final EIS for Broadwater to conduct pile-driving operatiom 
within the December through March peiLod to avoid impacts to sea turtles 
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SA6-13 Section 3.4.1.3 ofthe find EIS has been modified to incorporate the 
occwence of Atlantic sturgeon in the general Project area. 

SAB-I 4 As stated in Section 3.4 of the final EIS, FWS is respo~sible for proteetion 
of ffeddly listed avian species, including roseate terns. In a June 7,2007 
letter, FWS concurred with FERC' s determination that the proposed 
offshore barge facility would not be likely to adver~ely affect federally 
listed species. 

SA6-'15 In a June 7,2007 letter FWS concmed with FERC" d.et&ation that the 
proposed offshore barge facility would slat be likely to adversely affect 
federafly listed species. 
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LON0 lSLANa P O W  mWL rnYE3' - lqgasf& 

R ~ $ i f c . n & d i s t l r t ~ , t k p ~ 1 ~ b ~ ~ ~ & W @ ~ h ~ ~ o t t c b c t b b a t c r ~  
s o t h r t t r a , w I f t p b o ~ ~ r m t a w r ~ a t 8 .  
 he h. in M hd4t tb wdedtm o t ~ ~ w l i ~ a o u i v i g r  ad s d w q t  ~ncwhnt&ldIjy 
~ p m ~ m m T h i s ~ ~ ~ 1 ~ ~ u a I ~ ~ ~ 1 ~ i S ~ 1 1 i n f a ~ l ~ a f i o n ~ ~ n d i i a  
LoCanan aMI wldth wiil wy ow time. 

On 3-94 &e Dl38 gtgaes: Tk Coast Chard hm stat& that kt it& [empMs 
katdod] w d d  wouldlow the n g w y  [ie. CTDW ta mnduct ssuapling dthin the &y add smdty 
m e ,  awnzing that propa prmtdm am fplowd rn nceim approval and conditions 
&ed *r aafw and s& m ai a e  t h e  w p l i  b plsgned are acceptgbk* The DEZS 
~ B t P d g a ~  " I f ~ p l i n g i s ~ @ ~ i n I h p ~ a n d ~  ime,amUnumbar 
of pentid t r m e p  l&im d Bc e l i t e d  froltr t$e pool of pmential bmxct sitgs. 
U ~ h ~ c r e g , t h e ~ ~ y w d d u e e d ~ & m i n o t ~ ~ t t d j ~ t s i n b  
ad* hcfw intqm&@ the krogw daGP m set mdd mult in a arinm* Iong-ezzn 
impad an the State af Connecticut's sutvey pragraa" - 

The sites rdemd to in the DtZ$ ate parljrmlarly important to the Survey. The f o ~ o n  
of Ibp h y  is ttte w ~ S i t r t s m e h h 3 e a a f r r m d m ~ a L i s t o F  
sibts: msi@(Fd a ~txatum ~ b y d e F a h i n t e d d b o t t o m ~  Thp.dt~8inthP-loeation 
o f ? h e F ~ U ~ ~ m m ?  amlatlua"de~pmud"~rshlm(i~e,in~~peaterthanW)ft.with 
mud bottom designated MI. Becat% the trawl mge is ib o f 1 o W  po*;. t ime &s m often 
u s e d a s ~ e s * n M 4 s i M i n ~ l ~ c 8 ~ w t n o t @ e d l e d = E P f & &  
of l o b  pots. A% md&mbk tls it may be fiom a M d s - y  design pmpwtive to 
ml~tesuweytowsta thcm~l2(1ne,ithasbGsnallcc&formostofrhetima9etiwandh 
C prPfebIe t~ kshg M4 &@E &@her, wld& malt happen if the F$EU i$ I d  at  it^ 
propascdl lo&. IRtimteiy. mmvd oftheas Jjtes hm !&- a3$ list m a  jeapadiizc 

- rheDepartment's&flhla-&y=@thaM4-. 

E w  if wms L g m t d  to & in thE mu& zone, it is u&~cIw if @IS besanrey cauld 
adqiwely m ~ 1 e  the &med M4 sib. Bawi 512 the p m p d  ESIiItt f& aAd ow 
e ~ e a ~ e ~ & ~ l ~ f m e , ~ ~ t 1 ~ o f t h e I f s a V k ; d i r a c t l y  inthttlptwIumc 
(43970 l i  L W  C 9930-Y), d the me1 e ~ n e  is ematly only about 0.2 rnthtical mile 
wise @etwk?n 43670-Y to 4372-r L O W  c, or WQ 

' 
onas) * rath er 03 

& ~ l & h & a i b s d b h ~ ~ '  B * h Z ~ f p r w i m k Y m  
& ~ t b a t m ~ o f t h c t o w s ~ t e d i n ~ m n f l ~ p ~ ~ ~ u ~ t h e ~ d a p o s e d F S R ~  
loEatia This maam that ro w@! a Swq WIN - which b appmhmteb 1.7 naufioal mites 
Ian@ - within tbe M4 sites, the Swey v-I would & have to taw the net dhwtly toward tbe 
F S R U a s d b e & l e b ~ e t o B E t o a o t d i r ~ a ~ a d i t , 5 r , r ~ ~ t h e v q c l o s e t a h  
FSRU md tow i twy  fm it (&ng clorre to the RXU would k ma;sly in older@ be sure 
them wm mmq$ m m  to wmplm a tow Wm ea~~tmaiug lobier pot -1. Mdtber 
dWm is pwtid inintemts d I m p L e w l ~ t h e  ~ l w e y  or fotrmigwion gafety lx&Q85. 

SA6-16 Review of the CTDEP trawl sampling gml indicates that the proposed 
YMS would be located in the ~outh&m corner of one of the M4 gsids 
(less than 0.1 mle from the comer]. It is expected that CTDEP would be 
able to continue to sample wtlun this grid, a s h g  that CTDEP sabsfies 
the Coast G w d " ~  safety requirements and receives permission fiom the 
Captain of the Port. It is doubtfd that afea removal of one of the 54 M4 
grids would jeapadize CTDEP's ability to adequately sample the M4 
stmkim. In fact, creation of an area of open water [Mthout lobster pots] 
due to the existence ofthe safe3 and security zone could improve trawling 
accem. 
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Reject Nos. W05-4 
E m 5 4  C 55 

WewgareWthtFSlEUbasbepnsitadweaebwoff&mguehasa 
eizplrfiwt ammmt fle~tmrmsial u-1 thE Somid rn the ssutfi af h e  w s e d  
sib. We ars alw am-e ttmt NMEC may k concexned abotd any &~tioaal cnmachm~nt inia 
wm gshuf by lobster fiabesmen. Hower, givst, +h imp~fiance of thr S m y  to 
Cob~30titrur's mwgment id vffiahsrim and fir& hab'b, cts 4 as fhe value of ?h Smey to the: 
StateafNew Ymk E o r ~ p ~  w ~ q l w t t b t i f  he. B&w$rr@w h m h p  
appro& that F E W  evduate moving the W o n  of the FBtU to hm imwrm&e the 

I f t h e F S W m  l o c ~ ~ a s t i t t l ~  ab &13 run f&&msodhd amcstotlaea&yan$ 
sedarity wae were provided. the Swmy cauld eontiam to rehaate sxqlm lo the taawl mite as 
needed and tow dirclclly 4 of &O mau* Zhe c w  piat ofappmach (cPA) would t h  be 
at~eaEtf!.2mncvcniftbf?~RU wem ~ t o t h s : n o r t h a n a ~ h a n g i a g t i d t , ~ ~ e ~  
mI8 be 0.3 m ln a m d  (ea-wwt) tide. Movio4 h FSRU so the w e s t - m u t h ~ ~ ! ~  
my avoid moat of the conme& ;tr&c md ma2 b1p ddms tmw1 mwy issue. A h ,  

- thiswauldawWthsmwhem#tlantic~~@bsen~bSGIBtlQddeaniMW~t 
- The propod pipelm, if i r n w y  b a ~ I l s d ,  m y  a h  intmke with h e  S U R I ~ ~ . P  

Planscall forbacktilling the inithit tm miles af the pipeline with mtke ~ n d  lea win^, the mounded 
se&imtin placr. It is not dm in bre DEIS why BaJtfitling thirc lenngth of pigelm with etonb is 
tmcwq. It will be difficult, f m t  impo&TbLc, to w a bottom trawrl wva th-s lnoueda ef 
~ t , d t h e a ( ~ i f E a r g s ~ i a s i p ~ , ~ a l s o W ' e f ~ t t V e l r e t G f i t f o r m s p i b o r  
is wttared on l$e seabed, Thh problem m y  be allwiated if tbe FSRU is moved s q p t e d  
&wc,brdifir isnotmved ~ t h e : ~ ~ t k i t  thknFERC d u a f e t b i  imaml 

- ensam that &epl~~IIne carddox domM bmm an impedkmnt to 
- 

A portlotl of thtr  pip^ nmr the omwtiaa wirh tflc Iroqtrob pip+line, bmmm 
spproxiwtely 73' 7' 28" and 73' 13' W, is witlab sibes that ME bsm swmible to tbe Survey 
inmostysrs S a r a p r i n g w i & t h e ~ w l i ~ ~ T o ~ ~ ~ a t h w a d ~ , i m n d  
the d n s r e S  &8u~vey bws dd in p i ~ u i w  yems rnerLaid m ike pipcline mute Im 
~ m & n m r , ~ d m d  dwer1q~ may of the tow pab. Gben thtn utwm* 
e x p m d  in the DEIS about the libility of Braadwter to k W  the !re& aad tbe 1Whood of 
~ m ~ r e t n a i n i n g ~ n * C i d e o f & ~ a p l c R , & S m w n o t b e a $ i E f o ~  
thme *. - 

Tbis cancan L also ntltzvsmt to tb mid-Man o f  tba pipebe. ~ ~ y ,  tbern h v c  
been f e w  dovw made avar thia &im of the pipline mr~jdor due to &iw herd 
bortoxn (htfmd Shod -1 OT a bi& density of lobeet pow, but same of &is mvld 
bxmne aceesi'ble SOW time in the &lure, aad Sd it i9 important thtrt the @en& be LwWIled 
propsly aad mounds or b l m k ~ f o f m t  do not wnah an &e seerfloor, 

Thrsc m m  me atso rtrlevani to mmmereial asnel and lobm pot ti&ing. FERC 
&add walusttcc this issue mi prrsurctha the pipe:Lina conidor not beacme= an im-t tu ~JIS 

S ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 1 # w m m e r d s ] ~ a a d l o b s t e a p a t ~ ,  

T k  exact Eosmlinms of Ihe pipelme and baptoia tie-in % w e  not pnrvided in che DEIS, chru om evnlusrion is 
hared on cnir w t b t c s  of tbe laation uiag the infomaha m i k .  

SA6- 1 7 Thmk you for y ow commt .  As &seussed in reqonse to coment  %6- 
16, based on the trawl grid and samphng maps provided by CTDEP, there 
would be minirnum impact to the ability to conduct trawl surveys in the 
saf* and security zone, ass- that CTDEP satisfied the Coast Guard% 
safety requirements. Because the FSRU would be designed to weathervane 
around the YNlS based on prevailing currents and tides, the premce of the 
FSRU would not remove any sampling grids from CTDEP's survey since 
the trawl can be cduc ted  when the FSRU weathemanes out of a desired 
loeation. It sems incongruous to m v e  the physical location of the 
proposed Pro~ect (0.3 nautical mile south as suggestaQ slightly closer to 
marine traffic routes (as depicted in Figure 3.7-2 of the final EIS), f n y  
route6 (as depicted in Figure 5.5-2 of the final EIS), and the New York 
.shoreline to allow CTDEP ready access to one of over 300 .sampling grids. 
Section 3.4.1 has been revised to include iufomation regar- the 
presence of Atlantic sturgeon as compiled in CTDEP" s trawl survey. 

SA6- 1 8 AB described in Section 3.1.2.2 ofthe f i  EIS, we have included a 
recommendation that requires Broadwater to devise a plan to successfully 
backfill ik 2 miles of t$e pipeline trench closest to the Yh4S (MP 0.0 to 
2.0) includmg the use of native backfdl on the surface. Thus, it is not 
expected k t  b a c k f i g  would create an impediment to trawling. 

SA6-19 Section 3.1 2.2 ofthe final EIS has been exparlded to moxe I l ly  describe 
backfilling success for previous linear projects in Long Island Sound. The 
results of this review indicate that natural and mechanical backfilling have 
been largely successful in some a e a ~  of Long Island Sound (Cross Sound 
Cable, the offshore portion of IGTS pipeline) and not in others (pertions of 
the Eastchest@r pipeline and the nearsbore portion of the IOT5 pipeline]. 
The areas least hkely ta be su~cesfizlly backfiUed are areas of hardbottom. 
The proposed pipeline would traverse predominantly softbottom. The Ernal 
EIS includes a recommendation that would require, backfilling of the trench 
and monitoring its success. Thus, it is unlikely that minor topographical 
remnants of the qoil pdes would hmder tmwhg. 

SA6-20 As noted in responses to comments SA6-18 and SP16-19, installation of the 
pipeline as described in the final EIS would not create an impediment to 
trawhng or lobstering. 
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Aojw Nos. PFIW-Q 
em-44 0 95 

'PbelXIlS eSrrtgstb#artmbeeapbw b I b e ~ ~ & & d t r m h  f o r m t h e p i p p l i a e  
M i n a r d a r t e & & m m ~ ~ .  bt%&f* lemittg thd rrmeh 
opcn to W mtwdy, but the D m  d u d e s :  *'eEtiw aand sumwyitl rmhmtion of the 
@ o b f ~ c d d ~ p ~ i r n ~ & t l r s d ~ r . ~  &DM-s2& 
tmit gestion ofthe; tff.neh bg backfiued with & exmmW sxfftnent ta a &&nw O F ~ P  bt 
to m e  "W p i p I ' i  in%& RroteFtion rn-* 

Hwa,~LBW&~tvrpres~na~eWasurYseaplowithebesr 
nrrrcbm foremw&ing bkWostreo3eh, o r m a t i r . w b n l d h r r r & ~ ~ v e  irnw m 
d o l : f i a t l i ~ d ~ a D i n r a L a ~ o r b e r ~ ~ h a s . a j ~ r r ~ s d t i n e .  TkDEI5 
ata~bt.ltm~~ow~US&dtD~~~~hChf~lr~dyinSIalladEastchenter 

Pip&1~e in wstcm 8 m d  md the amimters elargely Mt s u a e M  &t 
filEbg ~ ~ c h . ' '  h WSIWW the DEB stab%+ t%trmm able to backfill the Ilubhe 
t r e d  in W o n  Harbor, which was txwW &tl~ a plow. 

Prim ts wmbuetton, Bwdmtsr 6le plm with Ule Bcotefwy, 
~ a n d w s i t t s n ~ w r r l ~ d l r e ~ s f O E P , ~ B ' ~ m P t h o d s  
t a ~ e a l ] y b ~ t h c t r e & w i t h ~ ~ v d s p o i l ~ d i n a  
~ t 8 t i l w & U y & m i n t h e ~ m e t c r i i n l ~ M  
to the tmwb ittwdiw fobwing ias$llabia The plan inmpmte -I [sfcl urordidm bc fWi flK wnd&m uader tvhlcb 

mddetgiled pbso-tmslrudon m a c r i i &  te ar$crSs Wce9s. 

- m b n k m o -  F m b f r e , M d o e s d c a l I f w  
~WI- lfthspbst~Etirnmonst*M s@lB%aa( pbIeaag 5kx=m& d *B 
W S C  h m  ifK'@Ud&@i & ~ e q b h d  the Dm pfaVi&S liftlc dden;t h &ant8 
o x ~ a d w i a b a s u h g E o w r n b ~ y W 1 l e d i d t c l ~ t h e d s r n d ~ b o l d o m  
eo- mitad. No dddb WOLF padkd a$wt h l?&dmh pipdine aod HobLine 
in%talt- aid Wft 1s1m- ta the cum& pjeot. Tha DEB daes nut q d d n  how a 
mmtely npemkd subsea plow ia &p.b of 55 fI m $5 ft, with rd&eUp. @or vWity 
ca&~16 in Lcwg Ida& Sound, muid Wy cover r$e 'wlch an8 RStQ& i?&lnars 00 
MibaFtheW & ~ ~ * h I r o q w i s p i p a l i n e ~ w i & d l o w ~  
withr~fldPed&ede4nu~how&f8c#lltitcanW-if~~dUe-kiacrfare - wseabedWm*-bbeep-. 

SA6-21 It is expected that al l  reco~endat iom inclded in the final EIS would be 
incorporated as requirements into any authorization by the Commission, if 
the. proposed Project is approvd. 

SA6-22 Tkis wordmg has been updated in the recommdati~n described in 
Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS. 

SA6-23 As noted above, Section 3.1.2.2 of the f M  EIS has been expanded to more 
fully describe the relative success of natural and mechanical baldl ing 
following installation of the IGTS, hstchesta, a d  HubLine pipelines. 
While this text describes the problems that have accursed, it should be 
noted that pom?ions of the IGTS pipeline that were installed using a similar 
subsea plow have recovered, md the podions of the IGTS pipeline route 
that have been problematic were installed using a diffxent method and in 
dIffermthabitat. Due to the wealth of knowledge md experience of the 
resource agencies in the Long Island Sound area on this topic, we have 
included a reeonmendation in the final EIS that Broadwater coordinate 
with the appropriate federal and state resource agemies to determine how 
best to wtively bacKil the trench and monitor the subsequent success. 
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- 'Ilrerefore, it is x m m d  that past i W l a e s  sbould be further wduatWI b 
~ i f a m c l r ~ v & w i t h a ~ p l ~ a r n b a s u ~ y  bMlied, o r w k t b  
another method of instalMug such as wauld be more appropriate. The lWmw af tha 
Easteksfer project s h d  be izham&&d hp& guentiEied and relemme t6 lk aufient 
projmt viemmhd. Also, the Hub& in&U&n in k s b n  HaFbor Bhould be exarninsd to - M e  if the appmnt mew# of* plitjeui i8 &mnt to mnditions in ihe bud. 

- The &ails af kquois pi@& installation widd provide valuable lmeom. 
Evidently, m e y s  of af p d m s  ofthe pipelm ~onductsd by the H a t i d  Maine Fhkries 
8ervlce'S M&rd office in 1993 a d  bqmk sunreys in 1W 1W fwndk pipdhe tp be 
d@ely budad. Unforhuntdy, bmd on oncanvasat iol& witfdiadividuals kmwled@able a h  
t h c s ~ i f i s ~ ~ t ~  w h ~ a j ~ ~ , s u b m p ~ o w , o r b o t h ~ h a i g u e s w ~  
4 in uf%om wkm, a d  exwtly *hate tbe te&iqw w m  wployedg yp the 
s m y d  tmsets with the type af~latimnraued wauld be reteagnt to the Bmadmtm dtct  
Also, the Survey has w d l y  towed a trawl l l ~ t  asroa thk &&&e h a m b w  of  plrwces, 
~ t h ~ % & ~ n h N ~ Y ~ ~ ~ * ~ ~ ~ ~ r t l r ~ & ] ~ # ~ n ~ h a t ~  lo 
L a mmd of mud th0.t rasy have been meat& by r b  bguajs W a t i o r ~ .  This mgge9tr that 
the pipcline Es iukpitety burial in most PI-. T k  hfhmtioa d nfso bused to ewlluate 

- indrion metho&. 

- Tbm b ~ w  Bean other utilities hailed in the SQund that could be d ta demurhe the 
most e n v h a n W l y  appropride - d a i i o n  method. Ths Cmss Bound Cable, A T H  
f e l ~ m t m i o a t i a n s  ce% and MCl tckwmmuhionuiians csble arsca all insrabd with jr9tZllg 
mhniqm. it apgear% h t  pmt-ins- w w y ~  of the Ctoss Sound Cable deniwsmted 
the was mini& hg-tm in+mcl te the envinurment - miniaral @mmi was d b p d  k m  
the $imbed m, and tk bmnam hsbitst rewwtcd d d v c l y  qui&YY'O I h m  is also the Flag 
Atlantic t e b d l m d d 6 t l s  &, hut how haw cable W& M a i  and tht mmwt Eond i t h  of - the &over thc cable is uekaowa 

Anothet. area af comm is h appmxhbly 4 ~ 0 - f o t  &on that wouM c m  the bard 
boaom [tabit& offhe Stmtihi Wxd caea Afcoding ta the DEIS, it is UI&WWII if the subma 
p l v w c a n e x o a v a t e a n d ~ ~ h e i i n ~ s t w a ,  Ea&plmis&tksame 
e o n e m  demW above are &wit. If an dtemti~e melhod i s  nesded, tbri D%%WsienI 
w ~ ~ t h e ~ ~ o n h t h e ~ ~ o n ~ h i s ~ ~ ~ ~ t a c o n t i ~ y  
p b  ffar miew md appmval TI& plaa yv0uli3 dewibe *&figation measm lttal would be 
implammmi to avoid slnd mi&&& pot&ictl impads."' H o w *  this iasue should be resolved 

BA6-27 [ b& om Bdwatar  r ~ w a u y  appmvak for tht pro*, 

One dmative to the subsea plow in tbJs 4,000-Eoot d o n  discussea in dte DEB is 
mmtion with a clamshedl &dge and W l l i n p  with stm in bui offite. The 

.. --.- 
'O S m y s  w a x  foaductcd by Dcsan Suxys Im. fa Cmsr Sound W k  Compaoy. LLC. and f i  nep~lts were 
submiltcd tu (he CT DEP Office of Long Island Swnd Prolpams in fulfllhncm of panil mditions. 

SA6-24 The discussion in Section 3.1.2.2 of the fmal EI9 has been updated to 
incorporate additional detail rqardmg previous projects that used s d a r  
plowing methods and the degree to which seafloor contours were restored. 

SA6-25 AS described in Section 3.1 2.2 of the flnal EIS, we understand that IGTS 
successfully conducted subsea plowing and jattiry: methods to mstall the 
pipeline in the offshare waters of Long Island Sound. Therefore, we 
consider plowing to be the appropriate pipeline installation method for the 
proposed Broadwater LNG Project and have included a recomm&ion 
that Broadwater conduct post-construction monitoring to assess backfilling 
success 

SA6-26 The benthic habitat reeovery after installation of the Cross Sound Cable is 
disc& in Sections 3 3.1 2 and 3 .I 1.2 of the find EIS. 

SAB-27 We have updated the text to more completely descnbe the altmtive 
methods and range of impacts and mitigation. IIowever, determination of 
the appropriate cro~sing method for Shafford Shod would depend on the 
results of the pllot test wlththe subsea plow tbat would occur between 
October 2008 and April 2009. Thus, the final EIS identifies the potential 
methods, impacts, and mrtrgation for each method bemg considered. 
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SA6-28 Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to identify that 
p a w t  ma. ~Ws-4  Broadwater is agreeable to the posmbility of backfTlhg the initial 2 miles 

CPD634 & 55 of the trench with stone, engineered material, native sediment, or a 
- mmmw m d  ebve &ut W diM@ d m m k ~ m t  bre. Also, ff &EZ 

projmt ct qpavcd, it win& be pf&ble to Zlack&ll wi& h d v e  4 a l  OT material 
rsw&bg mi= m&x$, Tbe ~ L I W  of IwkfiU mmatuial sauld h w  
~ & ~ f ~ ~ & ~ b s & ~ ~ d c ~ n d i o n ~ f h ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
M U U ~ .  ~ n a a d i d ~ i f k ~ r e & m a ~ i s ~ & t o s , ~ ~ h r ~ d a t c m  
a p p r o l l c d d r d d ~ d i ~ ~ a s m e n t i F m . a n p r v g ~ W 6 , t h i & ~ ~ ~ u P o u W m o s t ~ y  

dispf@d site ih fkWkStf0ut M&ersp pbseibly & s s d ' i  td I lg  aad & t i d  - qqmvalr 

- hofhm dtrsnatim i n t l r e ~ i s t o l e y h & ~ o n ~ M a n d c ~ v q t  
itsvithaanontr?ma&. % - & W c h B B i t B t d m & f m & m m w a c t  
as a lmd@r to tho mi@m ofhnfbk mbab should be eyd@ Pardal batid would ensure 
@m~$eWdw not ~ d a ~ h k t r w e v a & p ~ m o @ M M b e a C * ~ e / & i p  
~ & e r e ~ S ~ ~ ~ ' L a l E * ~ r m e h i l ~ * ~ & $ 1 ~ * E i 1 h i n g i s  

- W u ~ t e d ,  

- la v\a * w-4 

atqtEW?&&inemutcmdb 
Sew-ral aiwl in tbri Dl3 
ssIhmt9, in the vicinity oftha pm# p & d h  A stitbpl* of 28 fmta along tb 
pmpud p i p b  (-l/tnilaf iRdiW belew kbwh01d ~ ~ t W h f f  le~eltr. This, V W  
U@isnt l t&dw) tmm fbw i s a o - t t r r e a t ~ c ~ ~ b t o  

- a q u n r t i e r e s b ~ ~ ~ z h c  d w  dim& bytk $@wt 

The DE19 r m u d  mndih mquiibg mid-lue tPJep on dapda h e  imhor 
d l e s a ~ a m e a r u r o f a v d ~ ~ ~ m & & ~ ~ f m a r e a ~ i a n a n d s u p p a i t  
vassels. It offm M) &bn~#$ to sfudib~ tlrat doeumeflt Zhet dd-liae WII w km?a~kIy 
-caMemp-* 

mDms WeKW Bro&vameskubd~ tempammbfk gagrnd1^&2*0Ugtr 
tbpt~cmddmph(~~mof138F~carrha~IFttgal0~ ofWIPFbiha,ku*quois 

lirxtisnatkk!!, itdd-l~nbi&m-mthacpNINIuptoW 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ & s e ~ ~ w o Y t d h c L J a F .  I l h p m i r M &  
~ ~ a t a & ~ t h e r P w o u l d b e a " T a u r d ~ ~ h i a m ~ i n r h c t c y , s i u h W o f  
sedimenf md mgligibk incmw at the +wabdl- in@th& l'he Cgnclwfm: "Mw 
b&&lbg m d d  elinziltate my p?sa&l tkad s---irde$plithm 
opal &wh md e x p a d  *line." 

combination of the above, whi~h would be determined in coordination with 
appropriate f e M  and state resource agencies. Broadwater% proposed 
Project does not include the removal of any dredged material to offshore 
disposal sites. In the event tbaf the contingency dredgulg method IS 

pursued to cross Stratford Shod, we have included arecommendation in 
Seetion 3.1 6 .3  of the final EIS that Broadwater coordinate with EPA and 
COE to detem.he a suitable &edge dispoal site. 

SA&2Q As diseulssed in Seetion 3.3.1 of the final EIS, badwater proposes to use 
concrete annoring only at the proposed utility crossings, tie-ins to the IGTS 
pipeline and the WvfS riser, the physical afructure of the YhB legs and 
associated scour potectioa and pottntially at S M o r d  Shoal [as a 
contingency method). All other &reas would be buried via a subsea plow. 
Areas that could be bacUJled with clean rock or covered with concrete 
m,ts would petlhi~lently convert the seafloor Groin softbottom to r o ~ k  
substrate or concrete. While the conversion to hard substrate could 
adversely impact some biological resources and benefit others, we have 
included a recommendation in Section 3.1 2.3 of the final EIS that 
Broadwater coordinate with the appropriate federal and state resource 
agencies to backfill this podion ofthe trench, wbich may include cove@ 
the trench d a e  with native sediment. It is expected that the hard 
substrate provided by the concrete annoring would p v i d e  additional 
habitat for species such as oysters, barnacles, and mussels. In addition, the 
concrete amnoring could provide caver far lobstem and species such as 
tautog. Concrete amo* would i~o t  be expected to be a bani& to 
migrations since only a small area of the total proposed pipeline length 
would be buried this way 
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SA6-30 As discussed in Section 3.1.2.1 of the final EIS, the overview of sediment 
chemistry is based on both comprehensive sediment sampling throughout 
Long Island Sound by USGS and site-specific sampling conducted by 
Broadwater. Broadwater's sampling plan was developed according to 
NYSDEC's "Techmcal and Operational Guidance Series 5.1.9 for In-Water 
and Riparian Management of Sediment and Dredged Material" (November 
2004), and was submitted to the appropriate federal and state agencies for 
review prior to sampling. Analytical results of sediment cores collected 
during Broadwater's field survey along the pipeline corridor were 
compared to sediment screening thresholds commonly used to assess 
potential harm to benthc Inhabitants of marine environments. Mercury and 
lead either were not detected or were detected at concentrations 
substantially below the lowest screening threshold. 

SAG-31 As described in Section 3.1.2.2 and Appendix G of the final EIS, a thrd- 
party review was conducted to assess the benefit of mid-line buoys on the 
pipeline lay barge based on case histories. 

SA6-32 Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS discusses potential impacts of pipeline 
operations on lobsters, including the minimal extent and magnitude of 
adverse or beneficial impacts associated with slight changes in 
temperatures in the upper 6 inches of sediment. Thermal modeling 
conducted by Broadwater indicates that sediment temperatures overlying a 
covered trench would be less than 2 O F  higher than ambient temperature a 
foot below the seafloor. Ambient water temperatures would not be affected 
in t h s  scenario. 
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stle5ezd as tempsms b e  20SQ 0." Bottam k m p a t w s  in tha SW Sound during 
t i p ~ ~ a n n W ~ w ~ T n e a r f h l s ~ o l d  F m ~ p k , f r z l ~ d l ~ k Q t O Z Q 0 6  
msaswaeem of bttom keyawum &ring tk Ahgust Wough Ocmbcr m me laedm 
wrth ofthe FSRU in appmmddy 75 A depth8 mged &om 1S.B to 21.9' c." Thmfwe, even 
a 63W F blWL%SS, Qr 1.7 G, e ~ l l d  b S&S?&I! hbS@FS. Upotl the wpbi&' 
ia the edma cuf tmprahne increaap, tho hrertoses oould be bp. Pndimd isathema aver 
the pipdine mute and repmCtiw worn-sectiom co@Wd to bWim water temperme9 in 
~ ~ ~ ~ w a u l d b o l p ~ a ~ t e t l ~ c ~ a e d ~ ~ n ~ f ~ p o w d i p l p a c t  1tis 

- rewmm- that 1Ei WpotenbEal tmpmt be f d m  e v M .  

- The REIS a4so mmludcs fha "As a mlt of the short len& of thls enposed pipe agd 
the hydxodynamies of Lorig I s l d  Sound no signifioant impacr to ambicntwtor LempmWrs in 
Leng Island Srmnd is expectpd t~ be ammiated with M s  &md wzhange:' 'It should he 
nscngtkd f k t  M e  it mi C m p d  that the piipetine woutd W incmw rim ambient 
~ o f t h c S o u n d 9 s a ~ h o l e , t h e n d d b e l ~ i n e r z a s o s i n ~ t u r e d  
loattam where the pipelii i$ e ~ p t x i  at the W S .  the two utiltty orasshgs apd at the 4,000 9 
long &B i S W W l  &a& ifthe pipdine is plcceed on tk hew (manning W a k d i w  
is s e W ) ,  wtrich w d  o b g e  the bent!& and ffau2inp, aommunitits at these lowtiam in ways 

_t$rrran+notevPl~dinttheDEIS~ wMh~Stlot*lbeadm 

QI page 3-35, the DEB &a h  "At h&m p a  flow, the twmpzr&m &the nsdural gas 
wovldbe ~ ~ t e l y  l ~ ~ F ~ & t h e t i s e r . ' '  ThisislavverTkrmthee~pectsdtemplsraiwe 
a t l o w e r ~ f l o w , ~ & i s ~ ~ ~ t o ~ ~ 1 2 O ~ F t a 1 3 ( I O F . ~ t h e ~ ~ i n ~ ~  
inmm at h@er gas flow? if so, what would L fhe mpmtes maalim~rn temperamre? BOW 
does this &ocr &mad m & f i  

Ow page 341 af tbe IZEIS, the f~Uowiafr r&temmt b male 'Tuwdk lab in tb 
see l~dcrpd~ranrrinmtheirshelaas  I O I ) p o ( n t  o f t k e t i m e , f m + m g e n ~ ~ a a d  
ather lm&e ~ g a t d s m  found in mat tk mu& of ~ k ~ l ~ . b  The De+mb&atts rwbg of 
the lkaturt and u d a W d h g  of lobster ~~110lgr and War is tht j w d  10- in Ults 
trbIw&stage& wmth8itshel~~10slofbtime. 

Tho following mteme~ts qpm in the DEB on ~ ~ s g e  3-41 Imd pa$c: 3-45, resptc2iady. 
Y?he tare majority crf BBP lobdam are located in bwtms ofkdmw watprs less than abotd. 33 
feet It0 m&rs] dmp, althmugh scrmt ewld be bated at Yhe  grate^ depths found within the 
Projest area ( L a w n  and L a v a  1995, Wlma etd. IWS)." " J u d e  or EBP Iokstm priguully 
a s  looat& m M T o w  mms b teSe e h  30 feet &pL1 

&ASS$ &$~~Wathe(l~~~h110:infa&onto tIm@se sta&ma. hWon 
and kvatli (lW5) sppear to draw mcstlyen in fadon  from anas cntside oft& sound, ebd 

" Thc of tLmp.rslure arm urmm- by Pcarcc Md Balcom in the 2005 1% of lhe l a d  or Shelltish 
RxKarch. Vol. 24. No. 3. Th@y cite scvml d a e e q  but $cc Powra a al. 2004 a8 the primary wurco fcs the 20.5 
dCP. lhW8h0ld 

SA6-33 Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to more thoroughly 
describe potential thermal impacts associated wit$ the riser md idxe use of 
concrete mats> such as at utility crossings. As described in the EIS, the 
water warned by thermal radiance fiom the pipeline riser would return to 
the ambient temperature of the mrrounding water within 4 feet of the rim. 
The water adjacent to the top of the concrete mats would at most be about 
1 OF above ambient temperatures Therefore, any impact oftemperature to 
the biological communikes in the vicimty of the pipehe would be 
negligible or nonexistent 

SA6-34 The EIS core~tly reports that the gas temperature wmld be higher at lower 
flow rates and that the maximum ternpaatuse of the m a 1  gas entering the 
subsea comecting pipeline would be 120 "F. 

SA6-35 Section 3.3.1.1 of the final EIS has been modified as recommended. 

SA6-36 Thank you for your comment. Section 3.3.1.1 of the final EIS has been 
revised. 

" hum: CT DEP Ambient UT& WMmibOrhrp Begnm, Wion H4. 
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3 0 6 S t a u s e o f ~ S o ~ i s ~ i n m a n y ~ c ~ ~ p a n : d t a & p k d d i n t h c  
doaim&.'' Data ~:a]r&d by tha fhwq idhatcs that EBP lobme~a am abadmt in deeper 
hebi~arr (see dsmesiion aefm fm the wesfem end afthe pipeline route), but dsuta is hking ~ Q T  

mbte hahitzits and ao tfte mlative valae of hahitab osned ba detenrhd In dditian, 
Lawn gddhvau 1992 dagsaat dab what4x3EAd~slwm." 

The following watemcfits appein on page 3-45 ef tbe DEB: "Installing the pipekine 
d ~ ~ g ~ ~ o u l d ~ v o s d ~ s  @a@mdthePdult MsWpq@l& btmw they 
md b e  migrate;d aPFr$m." "It is d k ~ b  thed a d@ficant nurek aflobstzr~ amuld 
a- the spoil m d a  b this &tort time frame, m p d y  k u s e  amsmetim would otcur 
d u t i d $ w i a t n ~ ~ y  ldbgters hmrefeftLmg Idmd- a d  the he~~Listbmtht remain 
m 3 d  tend to be ina&ve.." 

- 
The mjon'Q of I o W s  & in tk S o d  during wintc~, with a mall pertion of 

lobars moving offshore. @ MFD rewntly c w $ d  a tagging study, and lobtm ma- 
wgre typically HxnM to arem wit& tbc 8 o d .  W y  some lobden, tasBpd ma o f t b  FSlEU 
rn mapturd o&i& of tB+ S o d  T m g  stdies &M by the M 8 k m  
I i ~ t a l ~ r y 2 n f h e ~ W q e f ~ ~ P ~ S t a z i o n i n t h c ~ & ~ a l m  
da;moaPtdaEadtbar&~~dqofatetemlQamstgts~fnfheSounQ~so~ae$lo~ent 
BWQ~~;. AsomawlrattaateacnvalP~ismadPosl~34l:"WtloWslsareL~ 
i n t b e ~ ~ d L o q g I e W ~ ~ ~ r h e y ~ , a l ~ ~ ~ ) m e n t a y m i ~ ~  
offshap: ~~ in wintsr." h-, in the Eomtion oftk FSRU and pipline, it is l i l y  hi 

- V* f~ l b h e ~ ~  living h this ~ u w t d g W t C  bff~h0re. 

Itbdsodebgta.b3aastahMveldbstGwmin&&. hbstsrsareaakgain 
~WOLIIPRFS t m p  in rhe wietor mntbstbs snd whc bcttom ternpaatweti are similsr to sInbyt 
t t ~ ~ i n t h e W a f ~ w h m l o b g t e h i a r e a o m i ~ t h e r e .  

paSe 3-65 state: 'ln g d ,  h p a ~ @  to l t h t e ~  p&um%y ~ k l  O ~ W  d y  during 
d v e  c c s & r u c ~ ~  dthm@ a rx?gli@1e S$oit-lm i w  m prey wallshilig courd we* 
along the d n e  e d d w  (which CO- lw than 0.1 percant of the herdailable [ o m  habitat 
i n h g  M a  SoumrtJ." 

- Rwmirdet%tminc9thatthe@~iat~isUf~tfiau!0.1 pwcefitoftfibavailable 
lobwa Mi&t in LTBTv Them h very link quantitative data en how ma& Wgt $ l u ~ d  by 
lobstsre. M , t h e ~ X t o ~ c h b b ~ ~ d ~ ~ i 4 h ~ t , a n d m f o r a  
~ h a b i t B t t y p a l o ~ m a y u a r ; k h a b i B a t t o a p & a W i n a o r : ~ ~ t e  
molibr. S a d m  qwntitah & to c a l h e  the amoua of Inbitat used bFy lobsters aad 

- rddw &tvutiens ttl poptdatb a h  is la&&. 

The hrIFn has been w o ~ g  with PIofwsm Roman Zqiac a£ the Uniwity of Hew 
B~~eatou9etheSm~~toidentifir~tat~Wiansfarse~spai~ Analysis 
condwtedtodae oflobsterrrm&ag b m  8m tn S U m m ~ i a t f t e S U E V p y r w e a l  atah 
areas IHhwthi4 s k  ~ h s i s  &mdant,3ladinsome mwsthogr tabegssmitnedwith 
tramitions beMeen sediment m. One m& arca is 4% the proposed pipeline bmem 

*Thfs w!lw pWC11y $0 Lbrptcn snd ~avallis, wdid nmhave a copy of ~alrna et r ~ .  1998. 

SA6-37 Tk& you for your coment. Section 3.3.1 .I of the firla1 EIS has been 
revised. 

SA6-38 Thank you for your comment. Section 3.3. I .1 of the final EIS has been 
revised. 

SA6-39 Trenching would directly affect substantially less than 0.1 percent of the 
seafloor of long Island Souad. While lobsters could patwtiaI1y use the 
entire seafloor of Long Island Sound, we know of no specific quantification 
ofthe acreage of lobster habit& m tbe Sound 

SAG-40 Section 3.3.1.1 of the final EIS has been updated to mqre completely 
descnbe the distribukon of juvenile labsters based on recent survey results. 
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SA6-4 1 Section 3.3 2.2 of the fml EIS has been updated to discuss the potential 
use of wedgewire screens. 

SA6-42 Rather than use of anti-fouling paint that contains copper, Section 3.2.3.1 
of the .final EIS includes a momendation that Braadwater use silieon 
paint for the hull of the FSRU. 

State Agencies Comments 



SA6-43 Maintenance of the pmposed FSIEU hull would require light bmshmg to 
remove slime and weeds no more than once a year. Due to the Ulfrequmcy 
of this cleaning, any impacts to Long Island Sound wou1d be negligible, 
regardless of when the maintenance 1s performed. 

SA6 -State of Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 
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tEaftc gra d&hd in the Table 1-2 below. Zodepi 1 rtdd 2 are heat expmm limits fram a 
p o ~ m ~ g a s f i r e ~ ~ 3  i s i d % n W i t a f b r : o ~ E e l i t ~ ~ L + ~ e m i f  a. 
Table 1-3, also taken h u  the Wm sammakm the muI@ ofthe Chmt Oplard'm d y i s .  

T h e  mnlts we bwd on rnedeliag ~ o r m ~  by S d k  Natiod hbcratorlm. 'Ihi 
m& i~ &wme&ai is a repott e6titleduG&mce of aisk Analysis and Safhy hplidm afrr 
Large Liqwfied N&ml Bas (LNO) Spill wa W W  and dated Uewtnber 2004. Table 1-3 is 
smmm&cd in graphid fomt in F i  1-1 of rtae WSR Thg outer blus Uae in this fiw 
rc~;mtseptg the ppiimed extent of aa i@f&1e LNG wrpor plume. Tk flePnrnsibtt YBPDI 
d i m o n  d u r g  was b e d  on c b m a t i v u  etomphetic eaMtitim (low &id specrf and a 
stabhtmui+wyh)mr]. ~ c o n d i ~ o m ~ ~ t a 5 r n P ~ ~ w i ~ ~ ~ b ~ h e d ~  
once. Tbb v ammed ES a WD~F&- un-igailed @. ?here seaiw to be np wsy of h w i n g  
f a n c k n a i n i f ' a S m 2 ~ i s ~ t ~  T h t S d m d & l a w b a p a c h e s , @ E o  
~ 5 m 2 , h ~ w v ~ i t ~ g 9 ~ ~ ~ h e ~ ~ t b a n ~  rnawuldtre eausxIbysuchef~r@e, 
m y  intsaiod, &at a muma hf i gd l i~n  W d  be present and vsyror dispeboh would Ire 
limlcr?d Tgese e-ative mptim seem m b l e .  

- LMCr i6 camp~sed m&ly of methane with rtmall ahnow of p m p e  md &sue. 
Typal LNG mmpodtion is 90% mddme, 'J56 pmpape aid 3% ctbak%. The b v e  law 
t&1ty to lwmm and C P U ~  k &W simp!* wphyximts. Veiy little is said about the 
~aIforaLNGo~plume&punr~FSWormLMO~toinflioLphpsiolagical 
effects WI the puWm For in&xmI no oslEul&~orts have ban made thntz p& pxmnt mygm 
Lve1o at vatyLng cfiiRareocs i lowmkl from r LWQ &U T b  &rerim NaTioaal StsMLards 
Institute (ANST) prm*& d&a dating to respl.nsc of humans exposed to dr deflcjent in o x m .  
MSI has d&mid that tbatMd thitkiqgl md -tiion, and r e b e d  m m o n  evidml 

' in humm a m  lwel oxygen lev& of 16% (normal = 209%). Itis obvious that a 16% 6PJoyxysgn 

SA6-44 Sectiov 3.10 of the. final EXS has been revised to include Momatiofi 
re8-g potential impacts to the public from an LNG vapor plume. 
FER@'s re~iew indicated that the radius of coneem for public safety due to 
low oxygen levels would not extend beyond the z o w  for thermal hazards 
h m  fire and hazards from an ignitable gu cloud. 
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IE%TI wpuld n0t be Whkved f@ mff Mtpaa G~X~O&Z&OIS belrJw tbe b ~ a  w b f k  m. 
E h w r ,  it L not dm wlaet w m M o n  vapor would berr;puW to resch a 16% 
oxygen level and at what distanea fnrm the m m  this wq w e .  It is m m e d  that thif 
d i m  would Be dthin Zodla 3 (Table 1-3) 4-7 - 4.3 ~ S S  from FBIEU LW LNCt @I 
or. TIM Dl38 Shod1 fuaher cvalw& thia publio healthriak. 

- 
lk DEIS me-s thslt Pmjeci-re)@ tu$s w d d  eaeort each LNG ruld that WSCO 

weviols wanld also pmvide we&+, but it is not clear how reewtbnal b&m wwld be &f&d 
af a LNO carrier A h ,  iftugboats are md atp the ettetxt YCW~!~ aavd sime typically 
c a n n o t e t t n r i n ~ o f I 2 - 1 S ~ g i t ~ l i k e ] y ~ ~ t r a n s i t t t t m ~ t h e ~ w o z l l d  
take Llonger than the ~~Wctd 13 min- M b y  b r r w  the delay lo boaters. Tk$is isme 
afiouldbeRathar~ed9ndwecoonnuwithbUZiCCrr&~W~nhia&~n&Ch9,1 d 
;the WSE thst Bd'w~m Energy comht mode1 t d n g  to mLE& the perfomme stand& 
f o r w r t  tugbbsts. Sfme thw- might ?&@&?udy cbfu@s ltey 868mptions in the WR 

- ~aaddeliagUkmdatthistimeandsstwutd&~DEIS. 
Tbc Departmestt iFr e o n o e - d  that the proposed placcmmt and Bpaoing of buoys b mark 

the gafeykemtity zoile br the FSBIU will bt kmtbi~nt  to malte it dew to boat- that there is  
a no any zone mmd the facility. The mticipmd g a c m  md btrsis dthe propusad s~dg  
mnc mtuk$lg should be futther wplaiwd in the DEIS. It amuld be hlpfal to powicb emmpks 
o f h a w o t h e s s & W d @  mwshvebmmaFkBd 

Tbe D8pmnmt E M ~ C ~ S  wlh t6e USW's reeommando*im tRat, should the project be 
approve& the 0 0 W s i o n " b  mthrimion for t4e pmjept require k t  Bpoad- provide 
d~timtoFERCdtlreUSCG~ttbe~~~umberd~9tntgsfortheF8RUacill 
Be available at d times Wit is in qemion p s ~ s 1 l  aa: the trylsf%ecc?%sqta emn LPTG 
~ o r s t i u o ~ t b e ~ @ a d ~ B l & l s l a n d S e u n d  Als~, i t i scdW t o h a v e w  
Emr8&0~y Rwpm P h  dmdopcd in comItation x4tb ttK- USCG and si@e and Ioeal ag~&es 
and apppavpd by FERC, befme cmwrdun is a l l d  to be$in, as &d by the W@B, 
SeetIcm 6.2. The exp- 'we s;fferceT pw4um far mZr law ~ m m t  entity thar 4 d  
rkqmd tb a muu@ baa& will b m hp&an~ element of this P1m. Tlae DEE 10111d 
~onsqmally a k t w e  this sem& regpom hue, which tbe Dtpmnent m h d  in w =ping 
wmal& 

* ~ g t h e h F s ~ t i d ~ t e : t g e d w g i n f 2 n : ~ a f u d  
emem Long Islaad Souad, the DEIS stme &I yn 3-3-92; "As a red& the h p t  af LNG 
carrim oa m m 6 d  bacrtiqg and W g  is cmd+md minor and tempotrvy." me D;EIS dom 
n o t a p m ~ g d d l g l i ? i ~ t a o o m m e r P i i a l l o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  Tnepatentialimm 
at this d r i l y  should he dd 

SA6-45 As prescribed in Section 4.6.31.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final 
EIS), as part of the moving safety md security zone the Coast Guard would 
conduct routine Broadcast Notice to Mariners, notifying the public of 
implementation of the maving safety and security zone. Escort tugs and 
my Coat G w d  escort vessels would save as an additional layer of on- 
scene notification with the LNG carrier. As presented in Section 4.6.1.2 of 
the WSR, the impact t~ rerreational bating would be mitigated by 
requiring Broadwater to schedule LNG cania transits of theRace to avoid 
periods of heaviest recreational use and periods af use by regattas. 

Proje~t-related tugs that could travel at 12 to 15 knots would be built 
specifically for this Project. In the WSR, the Coast Guard assessed the 
proposed tug support and recommended that FERC q m e  model testing to 
determine numbers and capabilities of tugs The Coast Guard also 
acknowledged that the Emergency Response Plan preparatian process may 
result in additional requiremefits for escort tugs. If the Project is authorized 
by FERC, the Coast Guard's reco-ded requirement for modeling is 
expected to be included as a condition of the authorizabn (see S ~ b n  
3.7.1.4 of 'the final EIS). 

SA6-46 In addition to installing buoys to identify the limits of the safety and 
security zone around the FSRU, the safety and secunty zone area would be 
designated on navigation charts, and the FSRU would be equrpped ulth 
navigation and communications equipment to notify vessels in the area of 
the presence of the safety and security zone (described in Appendix I of the 
WSR [Appendix C of the final EIS] and refmed to in the EIS). The only 
similar structure is the Lozusiana Offshore Oil Platform (LOOP), whch B 
not marked by buoys but does appear on the navigational charts. As 
indicated in the WSR, most recreational boating occurs within about 3.5 
d e s  of the shoreline. Because there is little recreational vessel traffic in 
the vicinity of the proposed location of the FSRU and its sdety and 
security zone, a siWcmt impact on boaters would not h expected, as 
addressed in Secbon 3.7 of the EIS and in the WSR. Although several 
other .safety and security zones enforced by the Coast Guard in Long Island 
Sound, those safety and security zones are not identical to the safety zone 
mound the FSRU. All sslfety and security zones established within the 
Sound include navigational aids required by the Coast G w d  and 
enforcement of the zones is the respons~Wty of the Coast Gwd.  
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SA6-47 As stated in Section 5.2.2.2 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), "46 
U.S.C. 5 701 19 provides for state and local law enforcement agencies to 
enforce safety and security zones established by the Coast Guard." The 
Coast Guard is currently working with the states of New York and 
Connecticut to establish Memoranda of Agreement for this purpose. 

The Coast Guard is responsible for accomplishing the tasks that, by law, 
only the Coast Guard, is authorized to conduct but may share other law 
enforcement responsibilities with state or local law enforcement agencies. 
Enforcement of the safety and security zones is a law enforcement function 
that cannot be delegated to private security forces. Private security forces 
could provide notification to vessels approaching the safety and security 
zone around the FSRU and could provide on-board security for the FSRU, 
but private security forces cannot act as law enforcement representatives. 
Broadwater would ~rovide funding for involvement of state or local law 

u 

enforcement in the Emergency Response Plan, including enforcing the 
safety and security zone, as described in Section 6.2.3.2 of the WSR and in 
our recommendation in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS. The specifics 
related to the "use of force" by law enforcement entities would be 
addressed in se~arate Memoranda of Understanding or a Memoranda of 

u 

Agreement between the Coast Guard and the states of Connecticut and 
New York. 

SA6-48 As discussed in Section 3.5.2.2 of the final EIS, boat traffic unrelated to the 
Project would be permanently restricted from the 950-acre safety and 
security zone that would surround the FSRU, which represents 
approximately 0.1 percent of Long Island Sound. Site-specific surveys 
suggest that aside from commercial lobster fishing, little commercial or 
recreational boating typically occurs at this offshore location. Potential 
impacts of the moving safety and security zone, particularly as it moves 
through the Race, are discussed in Section 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS. The 
Coast Guard has indicated that consideration of recreational activity would 
be a component of LNG carrier transit scheduling. In addition, LNG 
carriers and their moving safety and security zone would be present in the 
Race less than 1 percent of the year (approximately 60 hours per year). 
Further, there would be sufficient room for commercial and recreational 
vessels to avoid the safety and security zone around the LNG carriers with 
only minor route modifications or tempora~y relocations. 

Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS has been updated to address impacts to 
commercial lobstermen from 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 course and transit through areas with high lobster pot density 

State Agencies Comments 



SA6 -State of Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 

SA6-49 If authorized, it is expected that Coast Guard would q u i r e  Broadwater to 
schedule LNG carrier €ranslts to mmhnke impact to other watmay users, 
to the extent practicala as recommended by the Coast Guard in Section 8.4 
of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS). 

SA6-50 Potential impacts to commercial and recreational fishmen are discussed 
inSec~o~s3.5.5.1,3.5.5.2,3.6.8.1,mdJ.tS.8.2oftheflrlalEIS. Because 
commercial lobstermen and trslwlers have, by informal m g a n e n t ,  
designated territories in Long Island Sound, we mtieipate that the 
compensation package. Broadwater offm Long Island Sound fishermen 
would address the current commercial user of the area and any individual to 
whom .that knitom may be bnsfmed in the future. 

As noted above, we addressed potential economic impacts to commercial 
fishermen ln the final EI$. We didmt address tbe isme of public trust land 
because that legal isswe is not a companent of our environrnenta1 revlew. It 
may be assumed that when a pmject results in public benefit with minimal 
impact on comercia1 cvld recreational use of coastal m@s, public lands, 
and public raources, the project is comi&nt with the objectives of the 
Public Trust Doctrine. However, such a determindion 1s mbjmt to 
interpretation. It is our undemkmding that the Public Trust Dockme is a 
component of the CZhM review by NYSDOS. 

sA6-51 Please see ourresponses to comments SA6-18 and SA6-19. 
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SAB-52 Section 3.5.6 of the finalE1S has been updafed to address potential impacts 
of the proposed Project on the visual resources of boatem. 

SA6-53 Sectians 3.4.6 and 3.3.4 of the f d  EIS have been updated with additional 
infomation on the Visual Resourues Assessment ('lrRA) and the proposed 
Itghting p h  for the Broadwater Project. The VRA was cmducted in 
compliance with the requiremen@ of NYSDEC for such studies. The VRA 
and tbe draft hating plan both provide simulated night views of th!e FSRU 
and are available an the FERC dad& far the Project. 

The draft lightmg planidentifies the approximate size, number, color, type, 
and wattage of hghts that wauld be wed on the FSRU; and the plan is 
intended to miniraize lghting while providing a sare working envirumenl 
in aceordance with navigation and aviation requirements. Section 3.3 S.2 
of the f i a l  EIS includes a recommendation that Broadwater f11e its f i a l  
FSRU lightmg plan with FERC for review, and Broadwater would not 
receive authorization to proceed if FERC does not approve ofthe plan. 
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SA6-54 We have responded to much of this comment in reqonse to comment 
U6-53. NYSDEC is the agency that would determine whether or not the 
Project is consistent with its visual impact policy. The VRA was 
conducted in accordafice with NYSDEC's rquiremedts. As described in 
Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS, the FSRU c a m t  be seen beyond a distance 
of about 20 mdes at sea level and beyond about 25 miles at an elevation of 
40 feet; even at those distances, the FSRU is barely discernible, Ths fact, 
combined with MEPA environmental review requirements, dekmined the 
boundaries of our visual assessment. 

SA6-55 The VRA demonstrates the visual impacts from a wide variety ofvantage 
points around Long Island S0u11d. These impacts were masidered in our 
review of visual impacts. We believe that the visual impact assessment 
presented in Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS meets the requirements of NEPA 
and does not require revision. 

SA6-56 The VRA includes views of the FSRU from seveml elevated Iocdons, 
including West Rock Ridge State Park, a @onnectictlt vantage point that is 
approximately 410 feet above sea level. The potential impacts to visual 
resomes described in Section 3.5.6.1 of the flnal EIS were based on 
inEormation from the VRA and observabons made by FERC s W  during 
inspections of selected viewpoints in both Connecticut andNew York. 
Some viewers may be concerned about the presence af an additional object 
3I the viewsb~d (inc1ub.g the FSRU a d  LNG carriers, wEch would 
appear relatively small to viewers). Howeva, the conhast between existing 
visual conditions and those with operabn of the meet is expected to be 
moderate, based on the distance fi-om the Connec&cut shorehe (at least 11 
miles) and the silhouette of the FSRU, whch is comparable to camercial 
vessels that routinely break the planar f o m  of the Sound and sky. 

SA6-57 The New England &ya Basins Commission alluded to by the commentor 
was established in 1967 to enmurage the coordinated use of water 
resources by federal, state, and local entities. The commission was 
dissolved by executive order in 1981. The recomeadations included 3I 
the 1971 planning handbook were designed to partially fulfill the mission 
of the now disbanded o~mmission. Therefore the assessment of visual 
resomG& presented in Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS was prepared to meet 
the environmental review requirements of NEPA, as described in that 
sectio~. The VRA produced by Broadwater in compliance with the 
requirements of NYSDEC, was used as a part of that assessment. 
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SA6-58 The visual assessment reported in Secbon 3.5.6 of the final EIS meek the 
enviromental review requirements of MEPA. As noted in that section, we 
do not believe that the proposed Project would result in a signficant 
degradation of the visual quality of Long Island Sound. Further, a NEPA 
assessment of potential impacts to vistlal resources does not include an 
d y  sis of the highly variable pmonal concerns mentioned by the 
commentor. However, as described in Sections 3.5.6.5 and 3.6.5 of the 
fmal EIS, the available ecortomic data do not suggest that c o ~ c t i o n  and 
opation of t h ~  proposed Pro~ect A d  significantly alter the public values 
associated with the Lonp Island Sound viewshed. 

SA6-5.9 A locatlon map Figure 2.1 1) with lahtude and longitude axes and Project 
features has been provided in Section 2.1 of the final EIS. 

SA6-60 As noted above1 a location map (Figure 2.1.1) ulth latitude and longitude 
axes and Project features has been provided in Section 2.1 of the final EIS. 

SA6-69 AS stated in Section 2.3.22 ofthe final EIS, the existing utilities are 
expected to be a minimum of 6 feet deep, and federal regulations require a 
12-inch separabon between the utility cable and the proposed pipelme. 
Therefore, it is expected the tup of the praposed 30-inch-diameter pipeline 
would be positioned approximately 2 feet below the seabed. Along the 
po&ion less than 3 feet below the seabed, 9-inch-thick concrete mats would 
be positioned parallel to the pipeline within the trench to firher protect the 
pipeline. While the specific details of each utility crossing will be 
fo&ed with the utility owner prior to in&Ilation of each proposed 
crash, them would be no exposed pipe and it is unlikely that the concrete 
mats would be positioned above the seabed, posing an impedimmt 
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SA6-62 Section 2.3.2.2 of the fmal EIS specifies that the interco~mect would be 
covered with concrete bags or mats. 

SA6-63 As discussed in Section 3.5 2.2 of the EIS, no restrictions would be 
associated with the permanent pipeline ROW that is outside the permanent 
safety and security zone for the FSRUI with the exception of anchoring. 

SA6-64 Section 2.3.2 of the final EIS indicates that twt, passes would be required to 
lay the pipeline on the seafloor and achieve adequate trench depth. Section 
2.5 of the fmal EIS indicates that pipeline installation, low-, and 
backfill would take approximately 7 months to complete. Under 
Broadwater's currently proposed schedule> pipeline installation would 
b g m  in October 2009 and be: completed in April 2010. However, Section 
5.0 of the final EIS includes a recommendation that Broadwater f2e a 
mechanical backfilling plan f o ~  FERC review and appmval prior to 
commencement of pipline construction in coordination with appropriate 
federal and state resource agencies. Thus, the ultimate schedule and 
nufnber of passes would be partially based on the results of interagency 
coordination. 

SA6-65 As discussed in response to conment FAl-5, and in Section 3.2.3.2 of the 
f i  EIS, the residual chlorine concentration in the ballast water ddischarge 
from the proposed FSRU would range between 0.01 and 0.05 ppm (10 and 
50 parts per billion), as discmsed 111 Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS. The 
EPA chronic benchmark for chlorine discharges is 7.5 parts per billion 
(EPA 2006b). Broadwater would monitor sodium hypochlorite 
concenhtions through a colorimetric assay. Repen@ on the results, 
Broadwater would adjust the production and injection rates of sodium 
hypochlorite so as to comply wlth SPDES p m t  requirements. Therefore, 
residual chlorine cancentrations in the proposed water discharges would 
not be e q ~ c t e d  to affect water quality within Lang Island Sound because 
chlorine concentrations would approximate ambient conditions withm a 
typical regulatory mixing zone. 
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