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_ We evaluated alternatives to the Islander East Plpelme PrOJect to determme whether they
would be reasonable and environmentally preferable to the proposed action. These alternatives
_ include the no-action or postponed-action alternative, system alternatives, route alternatives, route

variations, and aboveground facility alternatives. The full range of alternatives considered is.
discussed below. '

\

The evaluation criteria for selecting potentially environmentally preferable alternatives are:

. Technical and economic feéSibility'and practicality;
. Significant environmental advantage over the proposed prOJGCt v. and
*  Meeting the project objectives of:

- Dehvermg increased volumes of natural gas to meet the load of new, eﬁiment
clean burning, gas-fired electric generating plants as well as older, existing
facilities that may convert to natural gas in the future;

- v Supplyihg enobgh natural gasto heat 600,000 homesin LongIsland, and New
York City and meet future local gas distribution company grow“:h in
Connecticut,

- Fully integrating market access between New York and New England; and

- _Enhancing access to 'vi‘rtua.lly every major nétural gas supply basin in North
America.

4.1 NO ACTION OR POSTPONED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The FERC has three alternative courses of action in proceésing an application for a
Certificate. It may: (1) grant the Certificate with or without condmons (2) deny the Certificate; or
3) postpone the action pending further study. . e

- If FERC postpOnes or denies the application, the short- and long-term environmental impacts
identified in this EIS would not occur. If FERC were to select the no-action alternative, however,
the objectives of the proposed project would not be met and there would be an insufficient supply of
natural gas for the new power plants as well as other existing commercial, industrial, or domestic
users. Although it would be purely speculative, and therefore beyond the scope of this EIS, to
attempt to predict what actions may be taken by policy makers or end users in response to the no-

Vv We defined “significant environmental advantage™ based on guidelines provided in CEQ’s.Regulations for Implementing the Procedural

Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act o include both the context and intensity of the environmental impacts being compared
" (see 40 CFR 1508.27).
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action or postponed-action alternatives, the unmet demand on Long Island could be partially offset
by conservation efforts. Conservation would probably reduce demand incrementally in response to
increased prices and public awareness. In most cases, however, customers would either experience
energy shortages or would substitute with alternative fuels. Options for alternative energy sources
such as oil, wood, coal, solar, or wind are extremely limited on Long Island. Increased use of

alternative fuels such as oil, wood or coal would generally result in higher emission rates of NO, and
SO, than would have been the case with natural gas. Replacement of the natural gas by other energy

sources is also impracticable in the timeframe required by the end users. Solar power, while very
clean, is not a reliable energy source in the project area. Likewise, it is unlikely that wind power
could be sufficiently developed in the project area to be a viable alternative tothe proposed project.
We do not consider liquefied or compressed natural gas as viable alternatives to the proposed action
because of the significant new infrastructure that would be required; the long lead time that would
be needed to design, permit, and construct these facilities; and the fact that there are no such projects
currently under consideration. ' - '

It is difficult to determine the impact of a pipeline project on greenhouse gas emissions;
however, credible estimates of greenhouse gas emissions can be developed based upon reasonable
assumptions regarding the use of the natural gas delivered by the pipeline and what energy resources
would likely be utilized if the gas from the pipeline was not available. Islander East’s proposed
project would provide an additional 260,000 Dth/d of natural gas to one local distribution company

(KeySpan Enefgy Delivery Long Island) and two proposed power plants (the 500-MW Brookhaven -

Energy Power Plant and the 500-MW AES Long Island Power Plant). If the additional 260,000
Dth/d were replaced with other fossil fuels, greenhouse emissions could potentially increase by

2,166,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide per year, depending on the alternate fuel assumption made’

in the analysis. '

This analysis only evaluates the potential change in greenhouse gas emissions for the ultimate
end user of the natural gas volumes associated with the project. Greenhouse gas emissions are also
related to the production, processing, transmission, and distribution of natural gas as well as the
alternative fossil fuels. ’ '

4.2 SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES

System alternatives differ from alternative pipeline routes (i.e., route alternatives or route
variations) in that they make use of other existing, modified or planned pipeline systems to meet the
stated objectives of the proposed project. A system alternative would make it unnecessary to
construct all or part of the proposed project, although some modifications to another existing pipeline
system may be required to increase its capacity or, conversely, another entirely new system may need
to be constructed. Although these modifications or additions could result in environmental impacts,
the impacts may be less, similar to, or greater than the impacts that would result from the proposed
project. The purpose of evaluating system alternatives is to determine whether potential
environmental impacts associated with construction and operation of the proposed facilities could be
avoided or reduced, while still allowing the stated objectives of the proposed project to be met.

The only existing interstate pipeline from Connecticut to Long Island is Iroquois. Iroquois'

existing system does not have the capacity to make Islander East's deliveries without expansion and
is not located near some of Islander East's customers. However, Iroquois has proposed expanding
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its system to deliver additional gas to eastern Long Island (ELI Extension Project). We have looked
at system alternatives which use the ELI Extension Project. We have also looked at a system
alternative using the planned Tennessee Connecticut-Long Island Lateral Project.

In a February 19, 2002 filing, Iroquois stated that it does not believe that current and future
market data support building two pipelines to eastern Long Island (specifically Islander East and ELI
Extension Projects). Because the Commission has not yet determined if Islander East and ELI
Extension Projects are competing projects we have looked at two system alternatives using the ELI
Extension Project, one which would transport the total volume of gas from both proposals (435,000
Mcf per'day) and one which would only transport Islander East's proposed firm volumes (260,000
Mcf per day which is approximately equivalent to Iroquois proposed deliveries through the ELI
Extension Project and Islander East's dehvenes to the two’ power plants).

4.2.1 One-Pipe System Alternative

~ We have examined the One-Pipe System Alternative as an altematlve to building both the ELI
Extension Project and the Islander East Project. This alternative would transport the total volume
of gas proposed in both projects, about 435,000 Mcf per day. Thisisa preliminary analysis since the
environmental analysis of ELI Extension Pro;ect is not complete. Additional information will be
included in the ﬁnal EIS. -

The One—Plpe System Alternative would require the construction of:

. 16 miles of 36-inch-diameter pipeline loop between Brookfield and Milford, Connecticut -
- paralleling Iroquois's existing pipeline;

. 29.1 mi]es of 24-inch-diameter pipelihe' starting in Long Island Sound near Milford,
- Connecticut and ending in Brookhaven, New York (the onshore portion of this alternative

~is nearly identical to Islander East's route);

. 5.6 miles of 24-inch-diameter pipeline lateral in Suffolk County, New York (the Calverton -

Lateral as proposed by Islander East)
«  anew 20,000 horsepower compressor station bin-Milford, Connecticut; and
. meter stations in BrOokhaven and Calverton, New York.

“See’ ﬁgure 4.2.1-1 for the location of the: Long Island Sound crossing and the Milford
Compressor Station. Figure 4.2.1-2 shows the location of the loop. The location of all other facilities
is as show in Appendix B.

Table 4.2.1-1 compares the facilities required for the Qne—Pipe System Alternative with the
facilities required for both the ELI Extension and the Islander East Projects. The only facility

- required for the system alternative which has not been proposed in either the ELI Extension Project

or Islander East Project is the 16 miles of 36-inch-diameter pipeline loop in Connecticut.

4-3 4.0 ALTERNATIVES



4.0 ALTERNATIVES

Using the One-Pipe System Alternative would eliminate the construction of dual, parallel
pipelines on Long Island. Instead of each company constructing its own pipeline, one would be built.
Since the Long Island portion of this system alternative is identical t_o‘Isla‘nder East's proposal (12
miles of 24-inch-diameter mainline and the Calverton Latéral) the envirohmental impact would be as
described in this DEIS. ' ' o

Offshore, our preliminary analysis of the One-Pipe System Alternative indicates that one
crossing of Long Island Sound would be eliminated (Islander East's crossing). All 435,000 Mcf per
day would be transported through one 24-inch-diameter mainline pipeline following the shorter
offshore Iroquois route. The 22.6 mile offshore Islander East pipeline would not be required and its:
associated impacts would not occur. It appears that the One-Pipe System Alternative would avoid
shellfish beds along the Connecticut coast, which would be crossed by Islander East. :

. TABLE421-l - . .
Comparison of the Facilities Required for the One-Pipe System Alternative with the
Facilities Required for Both the ELI Extension and Islander_.East Projects

Onc-Pipe System . ELI Extension and Islander East

Facility _ Location o Alternative - _ - Projects -
Mainline Pipeline  Onshore. : none . 10.2 miles
’ Connecticut B '
. Onshore New 12.0 miles ' . 24 miles .
York N . -~ -
Mainline Pipeline  Offshore BT 7.5 miles o 18.5 miles.
: ‘ Cornecticut ‘ ' ’ ‘
Offshore I\few | :9.6 miles C . 21.2 miles’
York . ,
Lateral : Onshore New 5.6 miles ’ 5.6 miles
' York T ' :
Looping - . _ Onshore ~.16.0 miles ‘ ‘ ; " none
: : Connecticut o
Compressor Connecticut 1-20,000 hp . 2-totaiing 30,310 hp ‘
_Stations . L _ Milford) (Milford and Cheshire)
Meter Stations Connecticut and 2 _ 4
New York

Although the One-Pipe System Alternative would not require the construction of Islander -
- East's 10.2-mile mainline in Connecticut, it would require the construction of a 16-mile, 36-inch-
diameter loop running from Brookfield to Milford, Connecticut. A preliminary analysis of the loop,
based on U.S.G.S. Topographic maps, indicates that it would cross about 13.3 miles of forest and
atleast 15 streams. The construction for loop would be occur within 50 feet of at least 14 residences.
The loop crosses many areas with steep terrain, which would require extra workspace. By
comparison the Islander East Connecticut Mainline would cross about 2.9 miles of forest and 12
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streams Constructlon would occur within 50 feet of 33 resxdences The Islander East Connecticut:
Mainline crosses relatively flat topography It should be noted that the information on the loop is
preliminary and more detailed lnformatlon will be contained in the final EIS.

The construction of the One—Prpe System Alternatrve would reduce emissions over building
“ both projects because only one compressor station (Milford) would be required, the Cheshrre
Compressor Statron would not be bullt

It appears that since the One-Pipe System Alternative reduces the amount of pipeline
constructed it would reduce impact to: Long Island, mcludmg the Central Pine Barrens; Long Island
Sound, mcludmg the Connecticut shellfish beds; and the Branford Land. Trust. It would also reduce
‘emissions since only one compressor station would be constructed However although it eliminates
impacts to one group of landowners in Connecticut along the 10 mile mainline, it creates new impacts
to another group of landowners in Connecticut alongthe 16 mile loop. At this time we do not have
sufficient information to récommend the One-Pipe System Alternative. We will continue to collect
additional information on this alternative for inclusion in the final EIS. Your comments on this
alternative are requested. :

4.2.2 ELI System Alternatrve

In the event that the Commission decxdes that there is a market for only one pipeliné to serve
eastern Long Island we have examined using the Iroquois' proposed ELI Extension Project (ELI
System Alternative) instead of the Islander East Project to deliver 260,000 Mcf per day. However,
- since Islander East has one customer (AES Calverton) which could not be served by Iroquois
proposed facilities we are including the Calverton Lateral as part of this system alternative. This is
a preliminary analysis since the environmental analysrs of the ELI Extension Project is not compléte.
Additional information will be included in the final EIS.

The ELI System Alternative would require the construction of:

. 7.0 miles of 36 inch-diameter plpelme loop between Brookﬁeld and Sandy Hook
Connecticut;

. 29.1 miles of 20-inch-diameter- pipeline starting in Long Island Sound near Milford,
Connecticut and ending in Brookhaven, New York (the onshore portion of this alternative
is nearly identical to Islander East's route)

. 5.6 miles of 24-inch- dlameter plpehne lateral in Suffolk County, New York (the Calverton
’ Lateral); : ‘ .

' anew 20,000 hor"is'epos;ver compressor‘ station in Milford, Connecticut; and

- meter stations in Brookhaven and Calverton-, New York.
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. See figure 4.2.2-1 for the location of the loop. The location of the Long Island Sound
crossing and the Milford Compressor Station is shown on figure 4.2.1-1.  The location of all other
facilities is as shown in Appendix B. o - : L

Table 4.2.2-1 compares the facilities required for the ELI System Alternative with the facilities
- required for the Islander East Projects. ' T

i

. B CTABLE422-1 T
Comparison of the Facilities Required for the ELI System Alternative with the Facilities.
o _ Required for the Islander East Project =

ELI System

Fa‘cilit‘y‘ Loéétion Alternative: . - Islander East Project
Mainline Pipeline  Onshore * notie " ©10.2 miles

Connecticut :

Onshore New '12.0 miles 12.0 miles .

York ’ T
Mainline Pipeline.  Offshore - 75miles - . 11.0 miles:

~ Connecticut- : . -

OffsioreNew = ' 9.Gmiles * 116 miles

York C Coees ’
Lateral Onshore New 56 miles 5.6 mile,lsi_.
York s TR
Loop Onshore 7 miles none

Connecticut :
Compressor Connecticut 1-20,000 hp 1-10,310 hp
Stations A Milford) - .- (Cheshire)
Meter Stations Connecticut and 2

3 .

i

New York

Using the ELI System Alternative would eliminate the construction of 10.2 miles of new
onshore mainline in Connecticut. However, it would require a new 7 mile, 36-inch-diameter loop of
Iroquois’ mainline in Connecticut, Qur preliminary analysis indicates that construction of the loop
woulld require éxpanding the existing right-of-way in a rugged, mainly forested area. The Islander
East route would also expand existing rights-of-way, some of which are in forested areas. However,
the topography along the Islander East route is relatively flat. It appears that the ELI System
Alternative loop would be within 50 féet of about 8 residences and cross about 7 streams. Islander
East's Connecticut mainline would be within 50 feet of 33 residences and cross about 12 streams.
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Since the onshore portion of this proposal in New York is identical to Islander East's proposal the
' enwronmental impact of this segment is descnbed in sectnon 3 of tl‘us enwronmental document.

is/of the system altematrve oﬁ'shore pipeline mdlcates the crossmg of -
e reduced by 5. 5 m11es Italso appears that the ELI System Alternanve
s.alon g the Connecticut coast ;

Our preliminary anal
Long Island Sound woul

v » ons fro the Mllford Compressor Statlon would be
. greater than from the Cheshlre Compressor:Station. However, the noise level: would be'the § same.
The Milford Compressor Station would be ini an industrial area which includes a rarlroad a landfill, .
and an asphalt plant. -The Cheshlre Compressor Statlon is in an agncultural field, bordered by forest
and Interstate 91. : - : '

TABLE4232 : .
Comparison of the Constructlon and Operational Impacts of th Mllford and Cheshu'e
Compressor Stations - e . v

T MllfOl‘d Compressor ; : ;
Environmental ' MR ‘Station Cheshnre Comprcssor Statmn

Factor o ) (ELI System Alternative) (Islander East Pro;ect)
Noise o L s ' o
Nearest NSA " I,300 feet " -~ 1,200 feet
Prolected Noxse Level o 52 Ldn L 52 Ld,,
“at Nearest NSA “ : L o .
" Air Quality.' . so, . . 5.7 tons per year (tpy) l_.4'tpy"
. . NOx ,_ ] . a7y | b 32 li_tpy. |
co o o o T3y 476 tpy
VOC - 11 oy . 22tpy .
SR ammy iy
‘» Extsnng Land B B | . - Indnstﬁal ' SRR AgricultnreI o
Use » ' : » o

Based on our prelxmmary analysis, if the ELI System Alternative was constructed instead of
the Islander East Project there would be no change in impacts on Long Island.. Air emlssmns would
increase due to the greater amount of compression at Milford (versus Cheshire). In Connectlcut the
impacts would be moved from the landowners along the Islander East mainline to those along the
loop. Impacts to Long Island Sound should be reduced since the crossing length would be reduced |
by 5.5 miles. At this time we do not have sufficient information to recommend the ELI System
Alternative. We will continue to collect additional information on this altematxve for inclusion in the
final EIS. Your comments on this alternanve are requested.
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423 Long Island System Alternative -

Since both the Islander East Pipeline Project and the ELI Extension Project use the same
route on Long Island we have examined using a single pipeline on the island to reduce env1ronmental
impacts, if the Commission were to‘approve both projects. In‘this system : alternative each company
would construct its own facilities in Connecticut and across Long Island Sound. At.Shoreham, New -
York a new, 5,000 hp compressor station would be required. From this point the facilities would be
 nearly the same as proposed in the Islander East Pipeline Project: the Calverton Lateral, meter
stations, and a single 12-mile-long, 30- inch-diameter pipeline. The single pipeline would deliver the
volumes proposed in both pro;ects

Except for the compressor station in Shoreham, the enwronmental lmpacts ofthe Long Isl and
System Alternative would be as previously described inthis DEIS. Although the size of the pipeline
has increased from 24-inch-diameter to 30-inch-diameter, the width of the construction (75 feet) and
the permanent (50 feet) rights-of-way would remain the same. In determining the impacts of
constructing both pipelines we assumed a 50 foot overlap of construction nghts-of-way with a 25
foot overlap of permanent rights-of-way. The impacts resulting from the construction of the
Calverton Lateral and the meter statrons would not change. S

It should be noted that Islander East has a proposed in-service date of late 2002 whrle
Iroquois has proposed in-service date of late 2003. This means that if both projects were to be
approved as stand alone projects, the areas disturbed by Islander East's constructlon would again be
disturbed by Iroquois' construction the following year. -

Constructing a single 12-mile-long, 30-inch-diameter pipeline instead of dual pipelines would
result in a reduction of environmental impacts as shown on table 4.2.3-1. Singe the total width of the
construction and perfhanent nghts of-way would be reduced by 25 feet there would be an overall
reduction in ground disturbance. The main env1ronmenta1 benefit of this system alternative Is that it
limits the number of times streams and wetlands would be crossed. It would also reduce the impact.
on nearby resrdences and trafﬁc particul arly on the William Floyd Parkway, since construction would
only oceur once '

~However, the Long Island System ‘Alternative would also requrre the constructron ofa 5,000
hp compressor station near landfall in Shoreham, New York. We haye 1dent1ﬁed a potent1a1 site for
the compressor station on property owned by KeySpan adjacent to the KeySpan Access Road.
Construction of the compressor station would disturb about 15 acres, assuming the physrcal lay-out
would be similar to the Cheshire Compressor Station. After construction about, 10 acres would be
used for the ooperation of the compressor station. The site we have identified is reasonably level and
totally forested upland, leveling and grading would be requxred It appears that no streams or
wetlands would be affected. The nearest residence to this site appears to be at least 800 feet from..
the site. Emissions and noise from the compressor station would be similar to the Cheshlre
Compressor Statlon

At this time we do not have sufficient mformatlon partlcularly on the compressor statxon to

recommend the Long Island System Alternative. We will continue to collect additional information
on thls altematrve for mc]usron in the final EIS. Your comments on this alternative are requested
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We also note that the use of this system alternative would require the agreement of both Iroquois and

Islander East.

S  TABLB423-1, ., . . o
. Comparison of the Long Island System Alternative to Constructing Dual Pipelines on Long Island

Environmental Factor -~~~ Unit "~ * Dual Pipélines onLong " Single Pipelin
S ; " Island - L Island.

S8 ;74

AreaDi*sﬁut;edby ’ . ‘_"(ac)_

Construction » _ .
Total Width Construction (ft) 100 . . 75
Rightfof-Way o —_— L o J
TotalWidthof -~ . - * (g - - 750 gy
Permanent Right-of-way o - e
Watéfﬁbdy_CrosSiﬁgs_ - 'b(r‘fo.) ) § 4 . o - 2
'NWI-mapped Wetlands “(ac) .. ’ 2.5 e
Disturbed LT L
NWI-mapped Forested (ac) N .25 - Lo
Wetlands Distirbed . : Co L Do S o 2
Exxstmg 'Re'sider')ces‘ ; oo @) o . 7\

within30 feet of ’ ' e

Construction Right-of- o ' .

Way

KR

4:2.4 Tennessee Connecticut-Long Island Lateral Project SystemAIternatlve o .

It has been' suggested that we examine Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company's (Tennessee)
planned Connecticut-Long Island Lateral Project. At thistime, Tennessee has not filed an application
for this project and has not indicated that it still plans to pursue this project. A system alternative
using Tennessee's route would require the construction of 110 miles of pipeline. We do not believe
that the construction of system alternative that is 60 miles longer than the propose project is a
reasonable alternative. S S T )

43 ROUTE ALTERNATIVES

* Geographic or major route alternatives are identified to determine if these alternatives could
avoid or reduce impacts on'environmentally sensitive resources, such as large population centers,

scenic areas, conservation areas and larger wetland compléxes that would be crossed by the proposed

pipelin_e; The origin and delivery points of a major route alternative are generally the same as for the

corresponding segment of a proposed ‘pipeline. However, the alternative could follow routes

significantly different from the proposed pipeline. Route alternatives would not modify or make use .

of an existing or modified pipeline system as would a system alternative.

. Weanalyzed eight route alternatives to the Islander East Pipeline Project. A comparison of
environmental factors of each major route alternative with the corresponding segment of proposed
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route is included with the discussion of each route alternative. A summary, of the route alternatwes
evaluated for the Islander East Plpehne PrOJect is provided in table 4.3.1-1.

25 Alternative

TABLE 43.1-1 -
Summary of Route Alternatives Evaluated
: Route Alternative " Len gth

- Location Name " MPa/ (mi) " Purpose for Altérnative -

~ Connecticut N o |
'Replacement 0.0-6.1 6.1 Eliminates the need to expand the
Alternative . existing nght-of-way
Sachem Head 7.6-17;’9 - 14.6 AVoids shellﬁsh beds crossed by the
Alternative proposed route
Short Beach 2.9-16.2. 142 .Mmumzes shellﬁsh bed lease
Alternative . : crossings and wetland and stream

' . crossmgs
.Option 2 Alternative . 10:9-16.2 5.1 Reduces crossings of shellfish beds on
, : the Connecticut side of Long Island
Sound.
" Option 3 Alternative 10.9-16.2 52 Minimizes crossings of shellfish beds
o i - - on the Connecticut side of Long
_ _ Island Sound.
New Haven Amtrack N N/A Minimize onshore impacts and
Alternative: ‘ E - " reduce shellfish bed crossing.
New York h
Calverton Lateral CA05-CA33 22 ' Maximizes percentage of route
Alternative Lo ' adjacent to existing rights-of-way and
avoids crossing of Central Pine
. _ N ‘ ‘ Barrens CPA. .

Calverton State Route . 37.8-CA 5.6 b/ 4,9 " " Reduces lengthyof pipeline.

a/ MPs are proposed route MPs and correspond to where the route alternative deviates from and then rejoins the proposed route.
The difference between beginning and ending MPs does not reflect the actual length of the route altermative.
b/ The MPs on the Calverton Lateral are preceded by “CA” to distinguish them from the MPs on the Islander East Pipeline.

N/A=Not Applicable
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43.1 Replacement Route Alternative (MP 0.0 to 6.1)

- The Replacement Route Alternafive‘-was---identiﬁed- to minimize the need for additional
permanent right-of-way. This alternative would remove the existing Algonquin C-5 8-inch-diameter
pipeline between the North Haven Meter Station at MP 0.0 and MP 6.1 and replace it with a new 24-

inch-diameter pipeline instead of constructing the first 6.1 miles.of. the Islander East Pipeline. -

Becausethe Replacement Route Alternative would require taking the existing Algonquin C-5 pipeline
out of servicé for an extended period of time and would interrupt Algonquin’s firm service
commitments to Southern Connecticut Gas Company, this alternative was eliminated from further
consideration. e

4.3.2 Sachem Head yRo_ute‘:iA!ternative.(MP 7.6 to 17.9)

The Sachem Head Route Alternative was identified at the request of the Connecticut
Department of Agriculture, Division of Aquaculture, to attempt to avoid the shellfish beds crossed
by the proposed route (see figure 4.3.2-1). The Sachem Head Route Alternative deviates from the
proposed route at MP 7.6 and proceeds generally southeast running adjacent to existing powerline
rights-of-way. . Just. west of West River the alternative leaves the powerline right-of-way and
proceeds south, cross-country; for approximately 2.3 miles to the LongIsland Sound shoreline. Once

.. offshore, the Sachem Head Route Alternative proceeds southeast-and then southwest for
approximately 7.8 miles until it rejoins the proposed route at MP. 17.9.

The Sachem Head Route Alternative would be adjacent to existing rights-of-way for 2.4 miles
more than the proposed route, would not cross any shellfish bed leases, and would avoid crossing
Long Island Sound in the vicinity of the Thimble Islands.

However, the Sachem Head Route Alternative would be longer (4.3 miles), cross two more
perennial streams.and 1,700 feet more NWI-mapped wetlands, including more forested wetlands than
the proposed route (seetable 4.3.2-1 ). This route alternative would also require more forest clearing,
and may cross about 850 feet of Cockaponset State Forest land, require relocation of several mobile
homes, and pass within 50 feet of more-residences than the proposed route. . s
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.. TABLE432-1 ., ..

| Compﬁriﬁspfi;b‘f‘:{th' chem Hea@AlternatIYe to the
- Corresponding Segmentiof the Proposed Route

‘MP7.6t0179 . - e =

S RS Isl'ander.Eavs't" : ‘j'
. e © ... ""Sachem Head Proposed - |
Environmental Factor O Unit” Altermative’ . Router . . . urce »
- Length . N L 1468 103 . USGS po.é’g'rapquapsf}
' Le‘:ng'tﬁ' On-shore - (mi) 68 o 2. USGS"__I'oi)ograph'i'_'c::I\Zépsi; '
Length Adjacent to Existing Right-of- (mi) . 4.2 ' USGS Topographic Maps?
‘Way : s S ST S
Pefennial Fi‘ésllﬁ/atcr/Sa!tW;iter" o ’ (hvlo.) .5 CT USGS”Topograp;lfiic Ma:p‘sl.
Waterbodies Crossed . ‘ T v o .
NWI-mapped Wetlands Crossed i3 4,475 _ 2775  NWIMaps
NWI-mapped Forested Wetlands (f) 2700 .~ 2307  NWIMaps
Forest Land Crossed _ (mi) 5.0 . 1.4 Aerial Photographs
Agricultural Land Crossed , (mi) 0.0 0.0. Aerial Photographs
Existing Residences within 50 feet of (no.) 17 o 8 Aerial Photographs

Construction Right-of-Way

State/Town Shellfish Leases Croséed @ . o000 . " 8,163 T Ocean Surveys, Inc. Data

Although the proposed route would cross about 8,163 feet of shellfish bed leases, the
directional drill would avoid direct impact to about 3,081 feet (see section 3.4.1.2). As previously
mentioned, our review shows that two of the three state shellfish leases crossed by the proposed route
are inactive and not commercially leased. The third lease site is used ‘primarily for temporary.
placement of clams. Islander East’s proposed mitigation measures for shellfish bed impacts are
described in table 3.8.3-1. Potential impacts to the shellfish beds and our recommendations are
. described in section 3.4.1.2. Because of the increased terrestrial impacts; we do not recommend the
~ Sachem Head Route Alternative. - o )

433 ShortBeach Route Alternative (MP 2.9 to 16.2)

The Short Beach Route Alternative was identified to maximize collocation of the pipeline
route along another right-of-way corridor to Long Island Sound and minimize wetland and stream
crossing. In addition, this route alternative was proposed to minimize shellfish bed lease crossings
(see figure 4.3.3-1). The Short Beach Route Alternative would begin at MP 2.9 and generally
proceed south and southwest from the proposed route for approximately 4.6 miles across forest land
to an existing powerline corridor. Near the south end of Lake Saltonstall, the alternative leaves the
powerline and continues cross-country south and southeast across Interstate 95, U.S. Route 1, and
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‘a densely populated resxdentlal area before entenng__Long Island Sound near Short Beach ne
offsh,o're, ;the’alt'e' a_tive turns Aand* 'procee'ds thwe t untll it rejoms the proposed route at MP 6.2.

Altcrn.itwe . l?_roj)oséd Route

(mi). 142 ]33

_ Length On-sho\

(xni) ' 7.1
o Len{:th Adjacent to E)ustmg nght—ot- ) R - . - - O S
Way S o (mi) 4.6 L. 63 USGS Topographic Maps”
'Peremual Freshwater Waterbodxes . . o K o ’ . .
N Crossed - . {no.) R 7 . . USGS Topographic Maps
NWI-Mapped Wetlands Crossed  * () 13007 4999 ~  NWI Maps
NWI-Mapped Forested Wetlands . . L o . .
Crossed . S @® . L1s0 3,957 - NWIMaps
Forest Land Crossed _ (mi) ' 4‘>3' ’ - 2T . Aerial f’hotographs
Agricultural Land Crossed (mi) 0.1 . 03 Aerial Photographs v
Existing Residences Within 50 feet of .
~ the Construction Right-of-Way © (no.) 50 37 Aerial Photographs
Water Supply Watershed Crossed (mi) - 45 . 23 . Aquifer Protection Area Data
State/Town Shellfish Leases Crossed” - (f) 3,725 8,163 Ocean Surveys, Inc. Data
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The onshore lengths of the Short Beach Route Alternative and the proposed route are similar,
but the proposed route follows more existing rights-of-way and would result in less tree clearing than
the Short Beach Route Alternative. The Short Beach Route Alternative reduces the number of

~ perennial stream crossings and amount of NWI-mapped wetlands and forested wetlands crossed.
~ However, the route alternative would cross more public water supply watersheds (i.e., Four River

Diversion Watershed and Lake Saltonstall Watershed), public interest areas (the Lake Saltonstall
Recreation Area and the Connecticut Sports Complex) and would be in close proximity to more
residences than the proposed route. The route alternative would cross more areas of steep slope,
particularly south of Farm River which would require the clearing of more temporary workspace.

. In addition, the Short Beach Route. Alternative would parallel Lake Saltonstall for about 1.8 miles

requiring the clearing of trees up slope of the lake. Based on our review, we do not believe that the
environmental advantages of the Short Beach Route Alternative outweighs the disadvantages, and
therefore, do not recommend the use of the Short Beach Route Alternative.

4.3.4 Option 2 and Option 3 Offshore Route Alternatives (MP 10.9 to 16.2)

We examined two offshore route alternatives for the Connecticut side of Long Island Sound
between MP 10.9 and 16.2 to minimize the crossing of shellfish bed leases. The Option 2 Route
Alternative deviates from the proposed route at MP 11.7 and continues south generally between 500
and 2,000 feet east of the proposed route. The Option 3 Route Altérnative begins at MP 10.9 and
proceeds south, southeast, and then south again generally between 2,000 and 5,800 feet east of the

proposed route. Both route alternatives end when they rejoin the proposed route at MP 16.2 (see
figure 4.3.4-1).

The Option 2 Route and Option 3 Route Offshore Alternatives would be slightly shorter thaﬁ

_ the ;;roposed route (0.2 and 0.1 mile, respectively) (see table 4.3.4-1). The Option 3 Route

Alternative crosses one shellfish bed lease, Option 2 Route Alternative crosses two shellfish bed
leases, and the proposed route crosses three shellfish bed leases. However, two of the three state
shellfish bed leases crossed by the proposed route and one of the shellfish bed leases crossed by the
Option 2 Route Alternative are inactive and not commercially leased.

TABLE 4.3.4-1
Comparison of the Option 2 and Option 3 Alternatives to the Correspondmg Segment of the
. Proposed Route MP 10.9 to 16.2

Environmcnt;il : . Option 2 Option 3 Islander East '

Factor Unit  Alternative  Alternative  Proposed Route Source

Length oomi - 51 52 53 .USGS Topographic Maps
State Shellfish Bed ~ ft 4,449 - 1348 6,141 Ocean Survey Inc. Data

Leases Crossed

Although the Option 3 Route Alternative hasthe least shellfish bed lease impacts, the sea floor
‘topography and geologic conditions present engineering concerns with placement of the pipeline
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along this route (1 e., bedrock near the surface and/or bedrock outcrop onto the sea floor and steep
" abrupt drop offs). The Option 2 Route Altematlve has terrain that is also steeper than the proposed
route.

While the Option 3 Route Alternative and Option 2 Route Alternative would potentially affect
less shellfish bed leases, we believe, from an engineering perspective, that these two option route
alternatives are more difficult to construct and may require additional blasting. Althoughitis possible
to mitigate for blasting impacts, there would be some permanent changes to the sea floor as the result
of blasting. Based on our review, we believe that avondmg blasting is preferable to the Option 2 -
Route Alternative or the Option 3 Route Alternative crossing inactive shellfish lease beds. Therefore,
-we do not recommend the use of elther the Option 2 Route Alternative or the Option 3 Route
Altematxve

' 435 Calverton Lateral Route Alternative (MP CA 0.5 to CA 3.3)

- The Calverton Lateral Route Alternative was identified to maximize the use of existing rights-
of-way and avoid crossing the Central Pine Barrens Core Preservation Area (CPA). The Calverton
Lateral Route Alternative would begin at MP CA 0.5 and continue east adjacent to an existing
powerline corridor just north of State Route 25A for approximately 1.7 miles until it reaches North
Country Road. The route alternative then turns and proceeds southeast along the powerline and road
for approximately 0.5 mile before turning south again, crosses State Route 25A, and rejoins the
proposed route at MP CA 3.3 (see figure 4.3.5- 1)

The Calverton Lateral Route Alternatrve would be about 0.6 mile shorter than the proposed
route and follow adjacent to existing rights-of-way for 1.1 mile further. This route alternative would
also cross less forest land (0.2 mile) and agriculturalland (0.5 mile) than the proposed route (see table -
4.3.5-1). The primary advantage of the Calverton Lateral Route Alternative is that it does not cross
Central Pine Barrens CPA, and avoids potential habitat for a state-listed species.

However the Calverton Lateral Route Alternative follows a powerhne right-of- way through
a subdivision with residences on either side of the right-of-way. There are 12 residences within 50
feet of the Calverton Lateral Route Alternative construction right-of-way. In comparison, the
proposed route has no residences wrthm 50 feet-of the-construction right-of-way and is relatively
_ undeve]oped , :

Although no resxdences would be directly affected by constructlon short-term impacts such
as'noise and fugitive dust could cause annoyance. In addition, in some areas construction of the
Calverton Lateral Route Altematxve would remove all tree screenmg between residences and the
powerline.

The Calverton Lateral proposed route does not pass within 50 feet of any residences in this
area. Although the Calverton Lateral does cross about 0.9 mile of Central Pine Barrens CPA, all but
300 feet of this crossing is adjacent existing cleared right-of-way (road/powerline). Therefore, except
for 300 feet, construction would only expand an existing cleared corridor. See section 3.5.2 for a
discussion of the proposed mitigation for the Central Pine Barrens. Both the proposed route and the
Calverton Lateral Route Alternative have environmental advantages and disadvantages. Since neither
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Calverton Lateral Route Altematlve

“ur

TABLE 4351 2
Companson of the Calverton’ Lateral Alternative to the Correspondmg Segment

of the Proposed Route MP-CA 0.5 to:CA 3,33/

ot

Envnronmental Calverton Lateral . Calverton Lateral oo
‘ Factor Unit "Alternative. Proposcd Route - ‘ Seurce -
‘ -L_ength o (mi) 22 2.8 _ USGS Topographic-Maps
Length Adjaéentto (mmi) 22 LY USGS Topographic Maps
- ‘Existing Right-of-' : S ' R S
Perennial " (no.) 0 0"  USGS vTOpog_révl.pli‘ié“i\i/_I‘aps
‘Waterbodies Crossed ’ E R
NWI-Mapped ~ ©  (f) 0.0 0.0 NWI Maps
Wetlands Crossed ‘ o
NWIMapped =~ (@) 0.0 . .00 NWI Maps
~ Forested Wetlands :
* Crossed
Forest Land‘ Cros‘sed’ 7 (mi) : L1 13
S Agncultural Land v(ir_ni) . 0.4 0.9 o .‘Aerialx-P.l1otogtap11‘s‘:‘»
Crossed : N , . C N v
) Tree Nursexy Crossed (ft) 4 0.0 ' 1,380 " -Aerial Pi;otog@plls ” ‘
Existing Resxdences T (no) 12 0 | Aeriql'Photoémphs N
Within 50 feet of the ‘ T e
+ " Construction Right-
. of Way
' Central Pine Barrens - (mi) 0.0 09 - Data from the Central Pine.
CPA Crossed ‘ C Barrens Commission e
a. "~ The MPson the Calverlon Lateral are preceded by “CA” to dnstlngmsh lhem from theMPs on the Islander East Mamlme B

. 4.3.6 Calverton State Route 25 Route Alternative (MP 37 8to MP CAS. 6)

.

The Calverton State Route 25 Route A]ternatwe was identified to minimize the length of the
Calverton Lateral and to maximize the usé of existing rights-of-way. The Calverton State Route 25
Route Alternative begins at MP 37.8, adjacent to the William Floyd Parkway and State Route 25
(Middle Country Road) interchange. The route alternative proceeds northeast for 1.7 milés on the
north side of State Route 25, crosses over to the south side and continues for another 3. 3 miles until .
it rejoins the proposed route at MP CA 5.6 (see figure 4.3.6-1).
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.. The Calverton State Route 25 Route Alternative would be about 0.7 mile shorter and located
adjacent to existing rights-of-way for 1.4 mile longer than the proposed route. The Calverton State
Route 25 Route Alternative would:cross 1.6 mile more forest land and 2 4 mlles more Central Pine
Barrens CPA than the proposed route (see table 4.3.6-1).

In addition, the route alternati_v‘e would cross Horn Pond and requ’iré a tap valve between the
Islander East and Calverton Lateral pipeline. * The tap valve would -require construction of
aboveground facilities and an access road within the Central Pine Barrens CPA.

While the Calverton State Route 25 Route Alternative would be shorter in length and would
disturb less land than the proposed route, we believe that its potential impact on the Central Pine
Barrens CPA outweighs its advantages, and therefore, do not recommend the use of the Calverton
State Route 25 Route Alternative.

We also lookéd at a variation to the beginning of the Calverton State Route 25 Route
Alternative using an existing firebreak across the Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL) to avoid

“a planned new residential subdivision on the proposed route. The route variation would begin at MP

38.4, approximately 0.6 mile south of the start of the Calverton State Route 25 Route Alternative.
From MP 38.4, it would proceed east for approximately 1.6 miles across primarily open land

- associated with an existing cleared firebreak on BNL property. It would then turn and proceed north

adjacent to the east side of an existing electric transmission line for approximately 1.3 miles across
primarily forest land until it reaches State Route 25 and j jOII‘lS the Calverton State Route 25 Route
Alternative. :

A new residential subdivision (May’s Farm) is planned and currently under construction along
the proposed route near MP CA 2.0. Currently, only one residence is within 50 feet of the
construction right-of-way along the proposed route near MP CA 1.3. The Islander East proposed
route through the area would cross 12 home building sites, following property lines, within the
development. Depending on construction timing, residents could be impacted by noise, dust,
increased traffic levels, and/or traffic delays. The variation to the Calverton State Route 25 Route
Alternative would avoid these residential impacts, however, it would also cross an additional 4,000
feet of the Central Pine Barrens CPA. In order to avoid additional i impact to the Central Pine Barrens
CPA we do not recommend the Calverton State Route:25 Route Alternative with this variation.
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i

TABLE 43.6-
Companson of the Calverton State Route 25 Alternative to the Correspondmg
Segment of the Proposed Route MP-37.8 to CA 5.6 a/

Calverton State Calverton Lateral

) Enviljonmental Factor Unit Route 25 Alternative - - -~ Proposed Route - Source
Le;lgth o (mi) ¢ 4.9 56 USGS Topégrziphi_q Maps
- Length Adjacent to ‘ ,
vExisting Right-of-Way (mi). ) 49 . . ¢ . 3.5. -+ USGS Topographic Maps
Perennial Waterbodies ) o ‘ | S ‘
Crossed (no) 1 h 0 USGS Topographic Maps
NWI-Mapped '
Wetrlanq_.s_,,Crc_)ssgd‘ ) 6.0 © 0.0 NWI Maps
NWI-Mapped Forested - : » - co
Wetlands Crossed R ¢ 1) B 0.0 ©ooew 200 .. NWIMaps
Forest Land Crossed (mi) ' 39° 77 a3 © Aerial Photographs -
Agricultﬁral L:ind,: . s L) : . o
Crossed C (mi) -~ 00 . 09, -Aerial Photographs
Tree Nursery Crossed. _(f) ; 0.0 1,380 Aerial Photographs
Existing Residences
Within 50 feet of the
Construction nght-of- ‘ L . o L i
Way S (mo) A o L Aerial Photographs
Central Pine Barrens | ‘ . . L ‘_ . : | Data from the Central
CPA Crossed . _ (mi) 3 4 o » R Pine Barrens Commission

a/" The MPs on the Calvenon Lateral are preceded by “CA” to distinguish them from the MPs on the Islander East Mainline.

N

4.3.7 New Haven (Amtrak) Route Alternative : e

At the request of the Branford Land Trust, a route alternative was studied to minimize
potential impacts on Branford Land Trust land and residences in Branford. The route alternative
would follow the Amtrak and/or Interstate 91 from Algonquin's mainline to New Haven.

We have looked at this route on maps and in the field and we do not. belxeve that the route is
feasible or reasonable

The corridor adjacent to the Amtrak railroad is highly congested with numerous existing
commercial/industrial buildings, substantial tidal wetlands, and areas of potentially contaminated soils.
In downtown New Haven, there is simply no space for a plpelme either adjacent to Amtrak or
Interstate 91 because of buildings, powerlines, and bridges. Outside of New Haven thé route would
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Cross extensive salt marshes and the Qummplac River. Oﬁ'shore the route would cross: through New

‘Haven Harbor and would requxre a longer crossing of Long Island Sound.

44 ROUTE VARIATION S

Route variations dlﬁ'er from system or route altematlves in that they are 1dent1f' ed to reduce
impacts on specific, localized resource issues (including isolated wetlands and reSIdences) resolve
landowner requests, and avoid construction constraints because of terrain condition. Although some

‘variations can be several miles long, most are short and relatively close to the proposed route. We

analyzed locations where site- specific issues warranted analysis of route variation. Each of these
route variations is analyzed in comparison with the correspondmg segment of proposed route. In
addition to the route variation identified, it is expected that minor shifts in alignment may continue
to be required prior to and during construction to accommodate site-specific routmo constraints
related to engmeermg, landowner, and envnronmental concerns.

4.4.1 Pine Orchard Variation (MP 9.6 to 10. 8)

" The Pine Orchard Variation was identified durmc7 the site visit of the proposed route to
minimize impacts on land owned and managed by the Branford Land Trust.” The Pine Orchard
Variation would deviate from the proposed route at MP 9.6 just south of the Amtrak Railroad. The
variation would proceed southwest across 450 feet of forest land, and enter and cross. approximately
3,000 feet of the Pine Orchard Yacht and Country Club (see figure 4.4.1-1).  An HDD worksite
would be set up at the south end of the driving range within a 150-foot by 200-foot extra workspace.

“The drill would be set up about 650 feet from the shoreline and would extend approximately 3,200 -

feet out into the Long Island Sound. The Pine Orchard Variation would end at the exit point at MP
10.8in approximately the same location as the proposed drill exit point.

The Pine Orchard Variation would avoid the Branford Land Trust property and nature trail
parallel to and crossed by the proposed pipeline route, and would reduce forest and wetland clearing
impacts by approx1mately 2.8 acres. However, the variation would be 2 miles longer, cross more
waterbodies, and require more permanent and construction rights-of-way than the proposed route
(see table 4.4.1-1).- None of the Pine Orchard Variation would be located adjacent to existing right-
of-way, whereas the proposed route would be located adjacent to the Branford Steam Railroad right- -
of-way. The variation would cross greens, fairways and the driving range resulting in impacts to golf
course operation during construction and. restoration.
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TABLE 4.4.1-1
Comparison of the Pine Orchard Variation to the Corresponding Segment of the Proposed Route
MP 9.6 t0 10.8 o
e Pine Orchard  Proposed ‘
Environmental Factor. -~ v Unit Vanatxon " Route” - Source
Length - o ' (mi) 1 4 : 12 ‘Aerial Pllotographs< O
Length adjacent to existing' right-of- o ' Cet '
way - : .(mi) 0. ] " Aerial Photographs
Permanent right-of-way a/ (acres) 3.7 “ 3.1 : _Aeri_zill‘l?hotdgra;‘jh's
Construction right-of-way a/ (acres) 6.5Y/ 4.6 Aerial Photographs
Residences within 50 feet of the edge - ' ' ) ' - 3
 of the constuction ri ght-of-way (no.) 1 0 Aeriéq Pliotogréplls _
Waterbodies crossed ' " @), 2 0 - USGS Topographlc
NWI-mapped wetlands . . (feed) 300 528 NWI maps and Aerial
A ,. o _ : o Photo Interpretation (for
Variation) Field -
Delineation Data (for
Proposed Route) ~ =
Agricultnral land , (a__cres) " 0 ) 0 .. Aerial P,!lotograplls
Forest land B (acres) - 13 . 41 Aerial Photographs

Branford Land Trust Crossing (mi) 0 0.2 Aerial Photographs ‘_

: v Ocean Suﬁeys, Inc.;
Town Shellfish-Bed Leases Crossed d/ = (feet) 1,300 2,022 Data

2/ Measurements represent the onshore portion of the route up to the HDD staging area,

b/ Based on a 90-foot-wide construchon right-of-way within the limits of the golf course and a 75-foot-wide construction nghl-of ~way
eisewhere. .
Includes 0.2 acre for rock storage and 0.3 acre for staging road and waterbody crossings within the Pme Orchard Golf Course. .

" Shellfish beds would be crossed using HDD methods.

leg

Residents near the HDD site for the proposed route have raised concerns about noise from -
the drilling operation. We believe noise would be a greater concern with the Pine Orchard Variation
because there are more residences closer to the HDD with less natural buffering (vegetation and
typography) The HDD on the Pine Orchard Variation is also more problematic due to the
engineering. Since we believe that the success of the HDD is critical to the protection bf the shoreline
and the nearshore habitat, we believe that the drill should occur in the location which has the greatest
potential for success. Therefore, because of the increased length, engineers’ concerns for the drill and
increased noise issues, we'do not recommend. the Pine Orchard Variation. However, in order to
address the Branford Land Trust concerns, we have looked at the Pond Variation, dxscussed below.
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4.4.2 Pond Variation

. The Pond Variation was identified to reduce 1mpacts onBranford Land Trusty property Based
on our review of the ahgnment photos and site visit, the Pond Variation follows the western edge of
the Tilcon tracks between MP 9.7 and MP 9.85. Construc'uon would proceed through the eastern
edge portion of the pond just west of the Tilcon track*nght-of-way It is shorter than the proposed
route and located adjacent to existing rights-of-way for an additional 0.1 mile. The Pond Variation
would cross 0.1 mile of the Branford Land Trust property and eliminate the approximately 2.4 acres
of tree clearing on Branford Land Trust property necessary under the proposed route alignment (see
 figure 4.4.2-1). However, the Pond Variation would cross one perennial waterbody (the pond) and

the 50 foot-wide emergent wetland that encircles it (see table 4.4.2-1). The corresponding segment e

of the proposed route crosses no waterbodies or wetlands

The smal] shallow pond (approximately 200 feet long by 50 feet w1de) sits at the base.of a .
heavily wooded sloped area of the Branford Land Trust Gould Lane property and the western edge -

-of the Tilcon Railroad tracks. The pond and associated wetlands provide storage and purification of
storm water runoff and habitat for ducks, birds and wetland edge animals. The pond contains lily
pads and common emergent aquatic plants in the shallow areas. No federally or state-listed

threatened and endangered species, or species of special concern, have been identified in the pond or

associated wetlands. The pond and wetland appear to have been formed by the fill for the railroad
which blocked drainage in the area.

-

TABLE 4.4.2-1
Companson of the Pond Variation to the Corresponding Segment of the Proposed
: Route (MP 9.7-9.85) .

L ‘ Pond Proposed

Environmental Factor Unit Variation Route Source
Length O (mi) 0.1 02 Alignment Sheets
Length Adjacent to Existing Right- ' _ o
of-way {(mi) 0.1 0 Alignment Sheets
anford Land Trust Crossmg Length (mi) 0.1 - 02 Alignment Sheets " »
Perenmal Waterbodxes Crossed (mo.) 1 (pond) » 0 USGS Topogmphlc Maps

o o v . . Allgnment_»Sheets&CT
Wetlands Crossed (ft) 380 0 Wetland Delineation Reports -

. ‘ Alignment Sheets & CT

Forested Wetlands Crossed O 1) 0 s 00 Wetland Delineation Reports

Tne construction of the pipeline through the edge of the pbnd would directly impact aquatic

wildlife and vegetation, and disturb pond soils and sediment structure. Islander East proposes to
implement the measures outlined in its ESC Plan to minimize adverse effects to wetlands resulting
from construction. In addition, Islander East stated that it would monitor wetlands annually for
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the ﬁrst 3 to's years (or as requrred by permrt) to determme the success of revegetatlon followmg "
construction; Directional drilling uinder the pond was deterrmned not to be feasible because the length

of the wetland and pond was too short for drilling. In addition, the. extra workspace needed to -
conduct the dnllmg would requrre the clearmg of addmonal Branford Land Trust property o

S

Placmg the elme on the opposrte s1de of the rarlroad would place 1t ina salt marsh We :
do not believe: crossmg the salt marsh is an acceptable altematrve

_ The Pond Varratton would more eﬁ‘ectlvely use the ex15t1n g rallroad ri ght-oF -way and reduce
tree clearing and recreation use impacts to Branford Land Trust property. Although direct mpacts}
on wetlands associated w1th the pond and pond vegetation are higher; the proposed route around the
pond would also indirectly impact the pond by removmg the trees dlrectly west of the pond and™"
allowmg more sunlighit to reach the pond and increase soil erosion impacts. In addition, our rev1ew'
indicates that the removal of trees on the, Branford' Land Trust property to accommodate the’®
proposed route alignmen ound the pond would result in forest fragmentation and have long-term
impacts on Branford Land Trust forest land whereas the Pond Vanatron wetland impacts would bg*"
short-term. .Due to the.increase in the collocation with ansexisting corridor, a decrease in the length-
of the prpelme and > less long-term impact on Branford Land Trust property and forest land, we
beheve this route varratron is preferable to the proposed route. Therefore, we recommend that:

L Islander Easti mcorporate the Pond Varxatlon mto the proposed route, Islander _
“ Eastshould also file with the Secretary for review: and wrltfen approval by the
Director of OEP, pnor to the start.of constructmn, a s1te—specrf' c plan for the
crossing of the pond. "This plan. should include, at. a mlmmum: " construction
' "'methods, extra workspace locahon,; Yirpose; erosion control methods
and placement, restoratron and rev' getat;, S‘ﬂCC!r cs; and a monitoring plan.

4.4.3 County Park Vari:;tion (MP CA 11 to CA19) o

The County Park Varratron was 1dent1ﬁed to reduce thé'amount of tree clearmg in the CPA.
of the Central Pine Barreris.on Long Island, New York. The County Park Variation deviates from _

- the proposed route at-MP CA 1.1 and continues south adjacent to the west side of an electric .
transmission line right-of-way for a dlstance of 400 feet. At this pomt the variation turns.éast and - :
proceeds approximately 0.5 mile across forest and open land until it re_;oms the proposed route at MP o
CA L 7 (see figure 4.4.3-1).. R

The County Park Varlatlon would increase the length of prpelme adjacent to existing nghts-‘
of-way by 0.1 ‘mile but it would also be longer and disturb more land'during construction and require
more land for operation (0.6 acre and 0.4 acre; respect:vely) thari the €orresponding segment ofthe
proposed route (see table 4.4:3= 1) Both routes would tequire clearing approximatély 3.3 acres of ~
forest land during construction. However, approxrmately 0.7 acre of the 3.3 acres along the County

Park Variation would occur within the Central Pine Barrens CPA. Because of the increased

terrestrial impacts and additional tree clearing within the Central Pme Barrens CPA, we do not

recommend the County Park Variation. -
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e S : TABLE443 1 S
o Comparrson of the County Park Variation to the Corresponding Seg
s .7 . MPCA1ltoCAL7

nt "of\ the Propos'e_d Rout’e :

‘% “CountyPark  Proposed

Sk

.E'r‘_iyironmental Factor * - - Unit Variation Route "~ Sourcé" "'v

- Length __ - ‘(mi)”" © 70 0.5 Aerial Photographs *
:‘L.engt‘had_.iacent to existing‘riight“-h e S . A *..j',

- of-way A © (mi) “0.1 0.0 ° Aerial Photographs -

Permanentrighteofway  ©  (acres) 3/ 33 - Aerial Photogiaptis”
Construction riglrt—of'—yl;ay"w (acres) 56 . 570' -Aerial:Phoiographs

- Residences wrthm 50° feet of v | ‘ S S - : 2 , | B "_""*‘f:"'

' Constmctron Rrght-of Way o (no.) L0 T 0 Aerial let'og-raphs
Waterbodles crossed oo (no.) - 0 | 0 .USQS’,’I’opograpli:ic Maps :
NWI-map ped o tlands (fécl) i 0;; : B o
vAgncultural land | (acres) 0.0

F 'vsﬁl,a’..‘,‘,‘ S ) 3.3

: Central Pine l3arrens CPA " (acres) 207

4, 4 4 erham Floyd Parkway Vanatlon (MP 41.4 to 4 ‘ ),?u :

%

Several members of the New York Assembly, the Wadmg Rlver Civic. Assoc1atron, and the
Long Island Pine Barrens Society have requested that we examine alte‘ ‘hatives to the proposed route
where it parallels the eastside of the William Floyd: Parkway (Parkway) in, order to avoid the Core
Preservation Area (CPA) of the Central Pine’Barrens. We have evaluated he proposed route from ’
~about MP 34. 4 to’ about MP 4l 7: Based on the mformatron avallable t6 us“"the followmg are our T

ﬁndmgs

We exammed placmg the prpelme in the medran of the Parkway Based on our-field, photo"‘-'
alignment, and topographic. map examinati n'.of the median we have, determmed that this isnota -
width dnd topography.. Inmost areas it is not physically
possible to place the pipeline in the medran due to the width of the median, overpasses and/orthe"
topography (rock outcrops and steep narrow depressrons) Inall areas our major concern is for the
safety of thé construction workers and motorists during construction and: maintenancé’ activities. -

feasible alternative. The median ﬂuctuates An

Working in the median would disrupt traffic in both directions.

We also examined placing the pipeline on the westside of the Parkway. From about MP 34.4
to about MP 38.2, the westside of the Parkway is not in the CPA, while the eastside is. However,
there are about 65 residences that backup against the Parkway on the westside, while the eastside has
only about 15 residences. If the pipeline were placed on the westside of the Parkway some of the 65
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residences would lose at least part of their tree screen, some could lose all, and some could also lose
swimming pools and sheds. Because of the impacts to the residences we do not recommend movmg :

, the pipeline to the westside of the Parkway for thrs segment

From about MP38.2to about MP 39.5, both sides of the Parkway are in the CPA. However

it should be noted that once: again there are more residences on the westside of the Parkway. From
* . about MP 39.5 to about MP 41.5, the eastside of the Parkway is not in the CPA while portions of the
~westside are. Inthis- segment there is-only one residence and it is on the eastside. For these two

segments we do not recommend moving the pipeline to the westside of the Parkway since it would

- increase the amount of CPA bemg crossed

However from about MP 41.5 to about MP 41.7 the CPA is only on the eastside of the
Parkway In addition, there are no residences and fewer trees on the westside of the Parkway. ‘In
this area we identified the William Floyd Parkway Variation which would cross the Parkway at MP

~ 41.4, continuing west into the open field, then turning south to join with the proposed route near MP
~ 41.8(see figure 4.4.4-1). This variation would avoid about 0.2 mile of the Central Pine Barrens CPA,
“avoid clearing about 0.2 mile of trees, and would not impact residences. Therefore we recommend

that' '

. - Islander ‘East mcorporate the William Floyd Parkway Variation into the
proposed route between MPs 41.4 and 41.8.

4.4.5 Other Slte-Speclfic Varlatlons

" During the project site visits conducted on October 16 and 18, 2001 and February 20,2002,

. the pubhc identified a number of rolite variations to the proposed route to minimize environmental
-~ impacts and/or residential impacts. The followingisa brief descrlptlon ofthe variations proposed and
b the reasons why each vanatlon is not recommended and was ehmmated from further consrderatlon

 Ithasbeen suggested that moving the route to the opposite srde ofthe railroad track near MP

1.7 (Branford River) and MP 9.6 would avoid or reduce impacts on wetlands and waterbodies. In

both cases. there are wetlands and waterbodies on both sides of the rarlroad track. In both cases

_.crossing over the tracks would also place the route closer to residences. Near MP 7. 7, utilities along
the tracks and the crossing of U.S Route 1 complicate the construction.« It has been suggested that
‘HDD crossing of U.S. Route 1 would solve some of these problems We believe that this crossing.

is not a good candidate for an HDD because of its length. Near MP 9.6 the proposed route avoids -
large rock outcrops. These outcrops could be removed by blasting, but it would open a larger
corridor through the forest. Therefore, we do not recommend a route variation for either of these
locations, :

The Town of Branford suggested that approximately between MP 9.2 and MP 9.4 it appeared
that by continuing the pipeline on the west side of the Branford Steam Railroad and making use of
the “Marshaling Yard” open area, potential wetland impacts would be reduced. We examined placing
the pipeline on the west side of the rail tracks between MP 9.2 and 9.4. We agree with the Town
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of Branford that placing the bpipellinle west of the railroad would reduce impacts to \;\/etlands. |
However, Tilcon has stated that it plans to expand the Marshaling Yard to the west. These plans -
include placing additional tracks which would preclude the placement of the pipeline.

Another suggestion was made to consider routing the pipeline at MP 4.5 east along the
- powerline, turn south along Twin Lake Road, and rejoin the proposed route near MP 5.0. We found
that the narrow right-of-way already contains numerous utilities that would make placement of the
pipeline within this area very difficult. Underground utilities include a natural gas distribution line,
- water distribution line, sanitary sewer line and storm sewer piping in addition to aboveground power
and telephone lines. There would be insufficient room left to install a new 24-inch natural gas pipeline
within the road as well. Inaddition, this alignment would increase the pipeline by 750 feet, affect five
~ additional residences, and disrupt traffic along the road for the 2 to 3 week estimated construction
period for this section of the line. Therefore, we are not recommending this variation.

During the site visits, the public also questioned why the pipeline could not be routed
between the two Tilcon tracks on the Connecticut side of the project. We evaluated placing the
pipeline in between the Branford Steam Railroad (Tilcon) tracks from MP 6.1 to about MP 10.1. In
review of the railroad tracks layout within the right-of-way, we found that construction of the pipeline -
between the tracks would present an increased safety concern for workers. The area between the
tracks is narrow and would require shutting down the rail line to excavate and lay the pipe. This
would impact the operation of the Tilcon railroad between the quarry and barge loading sire during
construction of the pipeline along this segment. In addition, the track roadbed is fill and not a good
construction base for installing the pipe. Further, excavating the roadbed could undermine the
stability of the track base and increase safety concerns for operations of the active Tilcon railroad.
We are not recommending the Tilcon track variation because of the possibility of undermining the
stability of the rail roadbed and the close proximity of the two tracks which makes.construction safety -
a major concern. < |

¢

4.5 ABOVEGROUND FACILITY ALTERNATIVES

Islander East proposes to construct one new compressor station, three meter stations, and five
mainline valves. We did not identify any significant issues regarding the proposed locations of these
facilities, so not alternative were studied in detail.
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