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INDEX

Document

Commenter

FEDERAL AGENCIES

FAl
FA2
FA3
FA4
FAS
FAG

United States Department of Transportation/Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Administration
United States Department of Transportation/Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Administration
United States Department of Interior

United States Army Corps of Engineers

United States Environmental Protection Agency

National Marine Fisheries Service

STATE AGENCIES

SAl
SA2
SA3
SA4

SA5
SA6

New York State Senator Brad Hoylman and Assembly member Linda B. Rosenthal

New York State Senator Brad Hoylman and Assembly member Linda B. Rosenthal

New Jersey Chamber of Commerce

New Jersey State Senator Christopher J. Connors and Assembly members Brian E. Rumpf and
Dianne C. Gove

New York Power Authority

New York State Department of State/New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

LOCAL AGENCIES

LAl
LA2
LA3
LA4
LAS
LAG
LA7
LAS8
LA9
LA10
LA 11
LA12
LA13

City of Long Beach

The Council of The City of New York

Queens Chamber of Commerce

City of Long Beach

Queens Chamber of Commerce

Queens Chamber of Commerce

City of Ashbury

Borough Council of the Borough of Milltown

New York City Office of Sustainability

The Board of Chosen Freeholders of the County of Monmouth
Town of Hempstead Councilwoman Dorothy L. Goosby
Town of Hempstead Councilman Edward A. Ambrosino
Village of Huntington Bay Mayor Herb Morrow

COMPANIES & ORGANIZATIONS

Co1
CO2

Co3
CO4
CO5
CO6
Co7
COo8
COo9
CO10

Construction & Marine Equipment Co., Inc.

United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America, New York City & Vicinity District
Council of Carpenters

New Jersey Alliance for Action Inc.

International Union of Operating Engineers Local 825

Chemistry Council of New Jersey

Teamsters Joint Council No. 73 P.A.C.

Teamsters Joint Council No. 73 P.A.C.

Construction & Marine Equipment Co., Inc.

Chemistry Council of New Jersey

United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America, New York City & Vicinity District
Council of Carpenters
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COo11

CO12
CO13
CO14
CO15
CO16
CO17
CO18
CO019
C020
Cco21
C022
C023
C0O24
CO25
CO26
Co27
CO28
C0O29
CO30
Coa1
C0a32
CO33
CO34
CO35
CO36
COo37
CO38
CO39
CO40
CO41
CO42
CO43
CO44
CO45
CO46
Co47
C0O48
CO49
CO50
CO51
CO52
CO53
CO54
CO55
CO56
CO57
CO58
CO59
CO60
Co61
CO62
CO63
COo64
CO65

Dockbuilders - Timbermen, Local Union 1556, United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of
America

New York Affordable Reliable Electricity Alliance

Moffatt & Nichol

The Business Council of New York State, Inc.

Empire Government Strategies on behalf of NY Affordable Reliable Electricity Alliance
The Retired Military Officers Association Inc.

The Maritime Association of the Port of New York/New Jersey, Tug & Barge Committee
Catskill Citizens for Safe Energy

The New Jersey Society for Environmental, Economic Development

New York Building Council Congress

International Union of Operating Engineering Local 25 Marine Division, AFL-CIO
The League of Women Voters of New York State

Climate Mama and The Mothers Project

The Retired Military Officers Association Inc.

Citizens Campaign for the Environment

Surfrider Foundation

Business Council of New York State/Southern New Jersey Development Council
Recreational Fishing Alliance

Surfers' Environmental Alliance

Empire Government Strategies on behalf of NY Affordable Reliable Electricity Alliance
Citizens for Oceanfront Preservation

Megrant Corporation

The Jersey Shore Partnership, Inc.

Invictus Corporation

Kenaris Realty Group, Inc

Queens Young Professionals

Independent Power Producers of New York, Inc.

ADDAPT

Center for Workplace Solutions

Long Island Inc.

Long Island Forum for Technology

Long Island Gasoline Retailers Association Inc.

Melville Chamber of Commerce

Association for Mental Health and Wellness

HOI Agency Corp.

Suffolk County United Veterans

Two People Arguing Podcast

East Hills Dining Inc. - The Park Grille

Bangs Inc. - Eric's Italian Bistro

Island Trees Library

King Umberto

East Hills Dining Inc. - The Park Grille

Plattduetsche Park Restaurant, Catering & Biergarten

The Lido Golf Club

Umberto's Pasta Sauce

WATERSPIRIT

Ray Adell Media Enterprises, Inc.

The Coral House on Milburn Lake

Raffle Book & Ticket Specialists

Malibu Beach Camp

Quick Healthy Snack Vending

Brian Rosenberg New York

Canz

LOVE

Dover Malibu, Inc.
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CO66 The Sands on Lido Beach

CO67 Hudsons on the Mile

CO68 Gossip Steakhouse

CO69 Malibu Oyster Bar

COo70 Pete's Clam Bar

Co71 Bell Harbor Property Owners Association
COo72 Long Island Association, Inc.

CO73 A. Chilelli Landscaping & Design

CO74 Avalon Pastries

CO75 Charlie's Towing

CO76 Ciao Baby

Ccov7 Fishermen's Dock Cooperative, Inc.
Co78 Central Long Island Surfrider Foundation
COo79 The Holley Group, Inc.

C080 Island Public Affairs

Co81 Spear Power Systems

C082 AAY Associates, Inc.

C083 AAY Associates, Inc.

CO84 ADC Builders

C085 Aflac

CO86 B&B Lounge

Ccos87 BBDM Consulting

C088 Belanger Associates

C089 Bourbon Street

C090 BYB Elite Consulting

Co91 Deltamine, Inc.

C092 Future Planning Realty

C093 Tangletech, Inc.

C09%4 T.F. O'Brien & Co. Cooling & Heating
C095 The Rockaway Republicans

CO96 T.M.B.A.

CO097 South Shore Audubon Society

CO098 League of Women Voters of Monmouth County
C099 League of Women Voters of New Jersey
CO100 Apple Tree Landscaping

co1o01 Area Real Estate Associates, Inc.

C0102 The Argyle Grill & Tavern

CO103 Buona Fortuna

C0104 Barrique Kitchen & Wine Bar

CO105 Clean Air Council

CO106 Camelot Studios

CO107 DaVinci Gourmet Market

Co108 Creative Landscaping

C0109 Dreamworld Shops, Inc. dba Paradise Furniture
CO110 Frankly Thai Restaurant

Co111 Freeport Inn & Marina

CO112 Hart Agency

CO113 Debbie Hart Celebrations Event Planning & Design
COo114 K. Pacho

CO115 Lisa's Deli and Catering

CO116 Richie Hart Events

CO117 Southside Automotive

CO118 T& F Pork Store & Delicatessen

CO119 Gl Energy

CO0120 NY State Laborers' Political Action Committee
CO121 Association of Marine Industries
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CO122
Co123
CO124
CO125
CO126
CO127
CO128
CO129
CO130
CO131
C0132
CO133
CO134
CO135
CO136
CO137
CO138
CO139
C0140
CO141
C0O143
C0144
CO145
CO146
CO147

INDIVIDUALS

IND1 to
IND1759

Long Island Contractors' Association

Stafford Associates

Holland & Knight on behalf of Liberty Natural Gas, LLC
Clean Ocean Action

Clean Ocean Action

Clean Ocean Action

Friends of the Earth

Citizens Campaign for the Environment

Food & Water Watch

Food & Water Watch

New York Whale and Dolphin Action League

Natural Resources Defense Council, Riverkeeper, and Sierra Club
Clean Ocean Action (with signatures from numerous other NGOSs)
Fisheries Survival Fund

Boulevard Florist

League of Women Voters of Monmouth County

Park Slope Food Coop

Catskill Citizens for Safe Energy

The Bagel Doctor

New Jersey Energy Coalition

Food & Water Watch

Catskills Citizens for Safe Energy

William J. Boglioi Funeral Home

League of Women Voters of New York State

Island Park Civic Association

Names included on comment letters as provided by individuals.

PUBLIC MEETINGS

SP
SP

Scoping Meeting - Jamaica, NY; January 7, 2015
Scoping Meeting - Eatontown, NJ; January 8, 2015
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FEDERAL AGENCIES

FAl U.S. Department of Transportation PHMSA

FA1-1 Thank you for your comment.
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FAl U.S. Department of Transportation PHMSA (continued)

FA1-2 Thank you for your comment.
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FAl

U.S. Department of Transportation PHMSA (continued)
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FA2 U.S. Department of Transportation Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration

FA2-1 See response to FA1-2.
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FA2

U.S. Department of Transportation Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration (continued)
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FA3 United States Department of the Interior
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FA3 United States Department of the Interior (continued)
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FA3 United States Department of the Interior (continued)

FA3-1 Red knot and northern long-eared bat have been added to Table 3.3-1 and
additional text has been included to accurately reflect the potential presence
of piping plover, red knot, and northern long-eared bat in the Project area.

FA3-2 Asdiscussed in Section 4.2.8 Liberty would implement measures to
minimize adverse impacts on wildlife due to lighting. Additionally,
non-essential lights should be set with motion sensors to automatically
go off in areas that are not in use. All lighting should be directed
downward and shielded from above to lessen the attraction to migratory birds.

FA3-3 See response to FA3-1 for an overview of text on red knot and northern
long-eared bat that was added to the final EIS.
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FA3 United States Department of the Interior (continued)

FA3-4 Coast Guard responded to your concerns via a letter to your office on May
12, 2015. Please see Appendix B.

FA3-5 See response to comment FA3-2 for a discussion of lighting.

FA3-6 See response to comment FA3-2 for a discussion of lighting.
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FA3 United States Department of the Interior (continued)
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FA4

Department of the Army

FA4-1

FA4-2

FA4-3

Liberty scheduled a meeting on June 18, 2015 to discuss with the USACE
the proposal to armor the pipeline in the open water anchorage area instead
of burying the pipeline to a 15 foot top of pipe depth. Liberty submitted the
required revised drawings for the Port Ambrose Project’s Joint Individual
Permit Application. The revisions depict the three feet of rock and four feet
of sand cover to achieve seven feet of cover over top-of-pipe in the
Ambrose Anchor Area, in keeping with the USACE approval of July 23,
2015.

Please see Section 1.1. The purpose of the proposed Project is to provide a
reliable and timely supply of natural gas that will increase energy diversity
while considering the growing demand for residential, industrial, and
electric generation in the downstate New York City and Long Island
markets during periods of peak demand. Actual need for energy, or energy
demand, fluctuates during the year depending on weather conditions and
market conditions dictating industrial and commercial use. The periods in
which demand for energy is highest is considered “peak demand”. While
natural gas prices have steeply declined over the last several years, critical
links between supply and demand, especially on days where demand is
highest, have led to unprecedented spikes in the cost of natural gas and
electricity. Diversification of the natural gas supply, including pipeline
expansion and LNG imports have the potential to prevent natural gas
shortages caused by existing pipeline constraints and to help moderate
energy costs.

Thank you for your comment.
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FA4 Department of the Army (continued)
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FA5 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

FA5-1 The Coast Guard believes it has identified all reasonable alternatives as
described in Section 2.0 of the final EIS, including deepwater port design
alternatives, deepwater port location alternatives, anchor alternatives,
mainline alternatives, onshore pipe staging and CWC facility alternatives,
LNG vaporization technology alternatives, a no action alternative and
energy alternatives. Additional analysis has been included in the final EIS
with regard to environmental impacts as described in Section 4.0. Several
mitigation measures, which would prevent or minimize the adverse impacts
from construction, operation and decommissioning of the proposed Project,
were identified as a result of this final EIS and are discussed in the
following the impact discussion for each resource in Section 4.0
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FA5

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (continued)

FA5-2

FAS5-3

FA5-4

FA5-5

FA5-6

Text has been revised to indicate that the "regional transportation network
in New York City and Northern New Jersey is managed by a network of
local, state and federal organizations and agencies, including state and city
Departments of Transportation, metropolitan planning organizations, the
Federal Highway Administration, and the Port Authority of New York and
New Jersey ". Please see section 3.10.1.

The estimated benthic impacts from construction and operation of Port
Ambrose as presented in the final EIS as being 3.0 acres of permanent
seafloor disturbance, is based on Table 1-1 - Summary of Seabed Impacts,
as submitted in Liberty’s Deepwater Port application (Volume Il Topic
Report 1 Project Description). That table factored in the displacement of all
Port components (PLEM, landing pad, cable/chain assembly, tether,
mooring piles) resting on the seafloor. It also factored in an assumption that
the anchor cable would rise and fall with each delivery to the Port; however,
there would be little “sweep” of the chain/cable assembly under most sea
states. This is owing to the tautness and weight of the steel chain
components limiting horizontal movement. The flexible riser and umbilicals
are kept off of the seafloor by floats and therefore were not factored into the
area of displacement/disturbance.

A separate General Conformity Determination is being issued with public
notice and a 30-day comment period.

The text in Section 3.11.4 of the final EIS has been edited to remove the
comparisons to global, regional, and New York State GHG emissions.

The text in Section 4.10.7.2 has been updated to indicate the number of
LNGRYV deliveries that will produce the GHG emissions presented in Table
4.10-14.

Further discussion of the LNGRYV leak detection systems has been added to
Section 4.10.8.
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FA5 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (continued)

FA5-7 The requested additional detail has been added to Section 2.1.4. The
proposed Project would receive up to 45 LNGRVSs per year. The duration to
unload a single LNGRYV is anticipated to range between 5 and 16 days,
depending on the natural gas sendout rate, weather conditions, and other
variables. The unloading of 45 LNGRVSs per year corresponds to an annual
average sendout rate of 400 MMscf/day, averaged over 365 operating days,
or 8,760 operating hours, per year.

FA5-8 MM has been defined as million and added to the list of acronyms and
abbreviations.

FA5-9 Thank you for your comment. Preliminary correspondence indicates that
there is no conflict with military use in the Project area. This will be further
addressed in the Record of Decision (ROD).

FA5-10 Figure 3.8-1 is included in Section 4.7.2.2 of the final EIS.

FA5-11 Comment has been addressed as noted.

FAB5-12 As discussed in Section 4.2.5, when the number of vessel roundtrips
associated with Project construction is compared with the annual flux of

traffic to the Port of New York and New Jersey, the construction activity
would cause a relatively minor increase in vessel traffic.
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FA5 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (continued)
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FA6 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine
Fisheries Service
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FAG

NOAA Fisheries (continued)

FAG-1

FA6-2

FAG-3

FA6-4

The USCG finds that the data cited in Sections 3 and 4 provides an
adequate description of the existing and historic species assemblages.
Additionally, as discussed in Section 3.2.1, Liberty conducted a Benthic
Resource Characterization Survey to assess both the physical and biological
characteristics of benthic communities in the ROI. Grab samples were
collected at 33 stations, including nine in the area of the proposed Port
facilities and 24 along the proposed Mainline route, at water depths ranging
from 43 to 112 feet. Additional habitat impacts have been characterized in
Section 4.2 of the final EIS.

The Coast Guard believes the analysis of an onshore LNG facility as an
Alternative is outside the scope of this NEPA analysis. See response to FA4-2
for a discussion of purpose and need, and peak demand.

Alternatives, including design and location alternatives for the Port
Ambrose Project as well as energy alternatives and the No Action
Alternative, are addressed in Section 2.2. Section 2.2.1.1 has been deleted
as onshore LNG facilities are not considered an alternative to the proposed
Project. Section 2.2.2, No Action Alternative, has been revised to include

discussion of onshore facilities. o )
Please see Section 1.1. The purpose of the proposed Project is to provide a

reliable and timely supply of natural gas that will increase energy diversity
while considering the growing demand for residential, industrial, and
electric generation in the downstate New York City and Long Island
markets during periods of peak demand. While natural gas prices have
steeply declined over the last several years, critical links between supply
and demand, especially on days where demand is highest, have led to
unprecedented spikes in the cost of natural gas and electricity.
Diversification of the natural gas supply, including pipeline expansion and
LNG imports have the potential to prevent natural gas shortages caused by
existing pipeline constraints and to help moderate energy costs.

A detailed discussion of alternative port locations is provided in Section
2.2.1.3. In that section, it states that all sites are similar in regards to
environmental impacts and that one site is not environmentally preferable
over another. Other factors such as known fishing grounds and vicinity to
the Traffic Separation Scheme contributed to the proposed site being the
least impactful. Neither NEPA nor CEQ regulations require the selection of

the least environmentally damaging alternative as preferred. )
A more detailed discussion on benthic and plankton impacts can be found in

Sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.3, respectively. Impacts on ichthyoplankton, benthic
invertebrates and other natural resources would be similar for all alternative
port locations studied.

Coast Guard responded to your concerns via a letter to your office on May
12, 2015. Please see Appendix B.
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FAG

NOAA Fisheries (continued)

FAG-5

FAG-6

FAG-7

FAG-8

Climate change is most certainly a global issue with every person, country,
and region contributing anthropogenic changes that could result in increases
in sea level and changes in weather patterns. Such changes in weather
parameters and sea level can then cascade to changes in biological
communities both on land and in the ocean. The Proposed Port has been
designed for a 25-year service life and sea level changes are not expected to
materially affect operational activities over this time. While local habitat
use and species assemblages may potentially fluctuate during the Proposed
Project’s serviceable lifetime, Sections 4.1 and 4.2 indicate that operation of
the Proposed Port would result in direct and indirect impacts on benthic
resources (e.g., benthic vegetation, shellfish and other benthic fauna)
including physical loss and alteration of benthic habitat, increased turbidity
from Port anchor chain and cable sweep, the entrainment of benthic larval
stages in seawater used for Port operations, and the displacement of fishing
effort. While these impacts would persist over the life of the Project,
impacts would be minimal given the relatively small area of effect (3.2
acres).

All discharges form vessels associated with this project used for
construction, operation and decommissioning of the project will meet
current USGS and MARPOL standards to minimize impacts, as discussed
in several sections of Section 4 of the final EIS. Thermal hydrologic
modeling (CORMIX) has been completed and reported in Section 4.1.3.2
and Appendix J of the final EIS. This modeling indicates that thermal
impacts are minimal in both magnitude and areal extent. Section 3 of the
draft EIS does not identify any sensitive receptors (reefs) within the
immediate area of the Port.

Coast Guard responded to your concerns via a letter to your office on May
12, 2015. Please see Appendix B.

Please see Section 5.5.2 for a description of navigational safety measures
for the Proposed Port. These include the Safety Zone, no anchoring areas
(NAAs), and the area to be avoided (ATBA) and would be incorporated into
proposed Port operations with final dimensions and mandatory or
recommendatory restrictions yet to be assessed for safety and security. The
Deepwater Port Act (DWPA) requires the establishment of a zone of
appropriate size around and including any deepwater port for the purpose of
navigational safety. In such a Safety Zone, no installations, structures, or
uses are permitted that would be incompatible with the operation of a
deepwater port. The NAAs and the ATBA would appear on subsequent
editions of local and regional nautical charts. No vessels would be allowed
to anchor in the NAAs to prevent damage to the STL Buoy and mooring

Q-23

Appendix Q — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



system or damage to the proposed Port’s equipment from entanglement.
The restriction would likely also apply to bottom trawling.

The ATBA is meant to discourage vessel traffic. It would help ensure that
other vessels do interfere with the deepwater port’s operations, including
the maneuvering of the LNGRYV and its support vessel. Both the NAAs and
the ATBA are normally recommendatory.

Construction of the Proposed Project will result in moderate, temporary
impacts on commercial fishing as a result of the temporary displacement of
fishing activities from within the Proposed Project Area and along the
proposed Mainline Route (see Figures 3.7-1 and 3.8-1). Temporary impacts
on targeted commercial ground fish, pelagic, and invertebrate species from
loss and/or conversion of habitat, increased underwater noise, increased
sediment disturbance from construction activities, and/or an accidental spill
or releases could also affect commercial and recreational fisheries and are
discussed in detail in Sections 4.7.2 and 4.7.4 of the final EIS.

Construction of the Proposed Port is anticipated to take place over a 20-
month construction period inclusive of approximate 9- to 12-month off-site
fabrication and pre-construction activities and a 9-month offshore
component installation period. To ensure the safety of the public, work
crews, and equipment, Liberty will temporarily restrict access to the
proposed Project Area and along the proposed Mainline Route during
construction, requiring that both mobile (trawl and rod and reel) and fixed
(gillnets and traps/pots) fisheries to temporarily relocate outside of the
construction area. While data shows that fixed and mobile gear activity
within the Proposed Project area as compared to other locations throughout
the New York Bight is low, and for the proposed Mainline Route is low to
moderate, restriction of these areas will result in the temporary
displacement of fishing activities. Impacts from this displacement is
however expected to be short-term and minor as the area and period of
restricted access will vary based on the specific activity during the
construction period with access to the area being opened to use as soon as
practicable.

Liberty has been in communication with the local fishing community. Open
dialog and coordination between Liberty and the local industry during the
planning and construction phase will assist in minimizing impacts. In
addition, Liberty would issue local notice to mariners (LNM:s) for
construction of the proposed Project which would be available to assist in
further minimizing unanticipated interactions with recreational and
commercial fishing. Additionally, marine safety information broadcasts
(MSIBs) would be issued whenever Port-related activities (e.g.,

FAG-9

construction, marine mammal monitoring or general proposed Port
operations) would occur.

Operation of the Proposed Project will result in the permanent loss of 1,552
acres or 2.4 square miles around each buoy (Figure 2.1-12) of potential
mobile and fixed fishing ground and introduce a potential obstacle to
traditional navigation routes. However, Liberty has designed a pipeline
burial depth that is sufficient to allow continued use of mobile and fixed
gear along the Proposed Mainline Route. Displacement of fishing activity
from the NAA around the Proposed Port could potentially cause increased
fishing in adjacent areas. Evaluating the ecological impact to finfish as a
result of displacement of fishing effort depends on the type of fishery, the
areas to which displaced vessels move, and the extent to which the fishery
intensifies in a given area, or changes as a result of displacement from the
port area. Displaced fishing effort is not expected to be a major problem in
the Proposed Project area for two reasons. First, the NAA is a relatively
small portion of the available fishing area (the geographic area of the
Proposed Port’s NAA would be approximately 1.2 percent of the
geographic area of Statistical Blocks 44 and 45) (see Figure 3.7-2 and
Figure 4.7-1). Second, NOAA landings data indicate that the level of
fishing activity occurring in the Project area is low compared to overall
fishing activity in the surrounding area (see Figures 3.7-1 and 3.8-1), and as
a result, any fishing activity displaced from the Proposed Project area would
create a minor increase in fishing effort in other areas. In addition, displaced
gear would be subject to current and future use restrictions and conservation
measures.

The environmental effects of construction and operation of the NYPA
offshore wind energy project would be considered cumulative with the Port
Ambrose project if it is built and operated. However, we do not believe at
this time that this project is reasonably foreseeable so it was excluded from
a full review in the Port Ambrose cumulative impacts analysis.

See final EIS Sections 2.2.3.1,3.7.1.9, and 6.1.1.6.

FAG6-10 See response to FA6-8.
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FAG

NOAA Fisheries (continued)

FAG6-11

FAG6-12

Liberty is committed to proposing compensatory mitigation for marine
fishery resources that cannot be avoided. According to Liberty, mitigation
would primarily address foregone fishery yield owing to operational
sweater intakes but would also address displaced fishing opportunities by
commercial fishing. The development of this compensatory plan would be
coordinated with the appropriate federal and state agencies. See final EIS

Section 4.2-8.

Liberty will provide a biological monitoring plan as a component of the
construction and operation phase Prevention, Monitoring, and Mitigation
Program (PMMP). Construction monitoring will focus on possible impacts
to, and recovery of, the benthic community from the installation of pipelines
and flow lines. Operation monitoring will address possible impacts to the
plankton community, including ichthyoplankton and zooplankton, from the
proposed seawater intake. Development of biological monitoring plans
would include adaptive measures and would be coordinated with applicable
federal and state agencies.
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FAG

NOAA Fisheries (continued)

FA6-13

FAG-14

FAG6-15

FAG-16

FAG-17

FA6-18

The EFH Assessment includes additional consideration for food web effects
due to the removal of prey.

Project impacts have been more clearly defined.

Liberty has agreed to develop and implement a Prevention, Monitoring, and
Mitigation Program (PMMP) that would include monitoring to occur during
construction and operation of the Port. Construction monitoring plans
would focus on possible impacts to, and recovery of, the benthic community
from the installation of pipelines and flowlines. Operational monitoring will
address possible impacts to the plankton community, including possible
impacts to ichthyoplankton and zooplankton communities) from the
proposed seawater intake. Development of the monitoring plans would
include adaptive management measures, and would be coordinated with
federal and state resources agencies. See final EIS Section 4.2-8.

See response to FAG-12.

Geotechnical surveys have been included as part of Liberty's PMMP and
will be included as a license condition for construction of the proposed Port,
should a license be issued. Because the surficial sediments are
predominately sand and sand waves it is unlikely that the geo-technical
survey itself will cause any impact to EFH. The diameter of the cores to be
taken is small, and the number of cores will likely be very small (less than
20) and therefore the area affected by surficial sediment removal will be
very small (<100 square feet). See final EIS Section 4.2-8.

No alterations or expansions are planned at the proposed onshore facility
locations. If any alterations or expansions to existing facilities are needed,
the proposed work would be evaluated and included in a revised EFH
assessment prior to work commencing.
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FA6 NOAA Fisheries (continued)

FA6-19 The EFH Assessment has been revised to respond to comments received on
the final EIS. Additional detail was included to explain how prime fishing
areas were avoided in siting the mainline route. Also, the area of potential
EFH overlap with Project construction and operation was estimated for each
EFH-designated species, thus differentiating the magnitude of potential
impacts for individual species

FAG-20 See response to CO134-62.
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FA6 NOAA Fisheries (continued)

FA6-21 Additional analysis of risk from vessel traffic patterns has been provided in
section 4.2.5 and section 4.3 of the final EIS.

FA6-22 Additional analysis of risk from vessel traffic patterns has been provided in
section 4.2.5 and section 4.3 of the final EIS.
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FA6 NOAA Fisheries (continued)

FAG6-23 In August 2014, Liberty submitted a letter to USCG and MARAD indicating that it
was changing its proposed Port anchor design from using driven piles, to one of
using suction piles. This change was supported by an anchor concept verification
study commissioned by Liberty and performed by Moffatt & Nichol in July 2014.
The results of this study confirmed that the geology and bathymetry in the vicinity
of the Port are supportive of the use of suction piles and that it is a common
construction method used in the Bight. The study further confirmed that suction
piles could be adequately sized and installed to achieve the holding power necessary
for an APL Buoy System. The final EIS continued to list driven piles as an
alternative should geotechnical studies contradict the use of suction piles. Therefore
Liberty offers the following response to the impacts from pile driving.

Construction Phase: Appendix B: Impact Piling: Relationship Between Noise
Metrics; and Appendix C: Impact Piling Alternative of the Report entitled, Port
Ambrose Deepwater Port License Application Underwater Noise Impact
Assessment, submitted in August 2014 (also Appendix N of the final EIS) provides
details of the impact piling alternative. Table C-1 of Appendix C provides a
summary of pile driving threshold distances for whales, dolphins and porpoises and
Table C-2 provides a summary of pile driving threshold distances for seals, turtles
and Atlantic sturgeon. An estimate on “...how many marine mammals would be
exposed to underwater noise generated ...” by pile driving was never developed as
this is commonly not developed unless there is an anticipated take. Because the
proposed Project is expected to install suction piles for use as anchors during the
construction phase, a low level of risk has been identified for cetaceans, sea turtles,
and fishes from sound generated by suction pile placement.

Operational Phase: Operational, routine maintenance and decommissioning
activities are also expected to have a low level of risk to protected marine fauna
because vessel noise is expected to be comparable to that generated by common and
existing vessel traffic in the surrounding area and because animals have the ability to
move away from potential sound sources.

Liberty will be seeking an IHA from NOAA. The application will include an
estimate of "take" or how many marine mammals would be "exposed" to various
sound sources and further discuss mitigation measures to minimize impacts to listed
species.

FAB-24 Blasting is not currently part of the proposed Project construction, operation, and/or
decommissioning.
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FA6 NOAA Fisheries (continued)

FAG6-25 See response to FA6-23

FA6-26 The final EIS discusses impacts to biological resources including listed
species in Sections 4.2 and 4.3. This analysis and mitigation meets these
standards.

FA6-27 The final EIS discusses impacts to biological resources including listed
species in Sections 4.2 and 4.3. These sections address the effects of noise,
marine debris and water quality due to construction and operation.

FAB-22

(con’t)

FAB-23

(con’t)

FA6-24

(con’t)

FAGB-26

(con’t)

FAG-7

(con’t)
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FA6 NOAA Fisheries (continued)

FA6-28 Additional analysis of risk from vessel traffic patterns has been provided in
section 4.2.5 and section 4.3 of the final EIS.

FA6-29 Coast Guard responded to your concerns via a letter to your office on May
12, 2015. Please see Appendix B.
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FA6 NOAA Fisheries (continued)
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STATE AGENCIES

SAl New York State Senator Brad Hoylman and Member of Assembly Linda B.
Rosenthal
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SAl

New York State Senator Brad Hoylman and Member of Assembly Linda B.
Rosenthal (continued)

SAl-1

SA1-2

On February 3, 2015, MARAD published a notification in the Federal
Register (80 FR 5883) which extended the closing date for receipt of public
comments on the Port Ambrose draft EIS to March 16, 2015. This 30-day
extension of the mandated 60-day public comment period was issued in
response to numerous requests submitted by State and local officials as well
as citizens, in the affected areas, for additional time to review and comment
on the draft EIS.

Thank you for your comment requesting an additional public hearing. As
stated in a notification published by MARAD in the Federal Register (80
FR 5883), the comment period was extended for 30 days beyond the
mandated 60-day public comment period. Written public comments may be
submitted in lieu of, and/or in addition to, providing oral comments at a
public meeting; therefore, the public has been provided with several
opportunities to comment on the draft EIS and it has been determined that
an additional public hearing is not necessary.
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SAl New York State Senator Brad Hoylman and Member of Assembly Linda B.
Rosenthal (continued)
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SA2 State of New York Albany

SA2-1 Thank you for your comment.

SA2-2 Thank you for your comment.

SA2-3 Thank you for your comment.
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SA2 State of New York Albany (continued)

SA2-4  Thank you for your comment.

Q-37 Appendix Q — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



SA3 New York State Chamber of Commerce

SA3-1 See CO2-1.
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SA3 New York State Chamber of Commerce (continued)

SA3-1
(con’t)

SA3-2 Thank you for your comment.
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SA3 New York State Chamber of Commerce (continued)
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SA4 State of New Jersey 9™ District Legislators

SA4-1 An evaluation of public safety and property is provided in Section 5.3.3 of
the final EIS, with a specific discussion of Port security provided in Section
5.3.3.3 of the final EIS. An evaluation of the safety of the Mainline and
pipeline laterals is provided in Section 5.6 of the final EIS. The Mainline
and pipeline laterals are subject to, and the Applicant must comply with, the
pipeline safety laws and regulations administered by the U.S. Department of
Transportation, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration
(PHMSA), Office of Pipeline Safety (49 U.S.C. Chapters 601 and 603 and
49 CFR 190-199), including safety standards for design, construction,
testing, operation, maintenance, and reporting.

Additionally, an Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) (Appendix O) was
prepared to assess impacts to human and property not associated with the
Port from an event that compromises LNG containment. As part of the
hazard identification (HAZAD) workshop, a thorough review of potential
intentional attack scenarios against an LNGRYV and Port facilities were
developed. From the identified hazards, six release cases were identified
and chosen to bracket the worst credible range of potential release scenarios
on which to base the public safety evaluation. Further details regarding the
identified hazards are provided in Section 5.4.

Finally, as discussed in Section 5.3.3.1 of the final EIS, a review of
available information indicates there are no recorded incidents regarding
impacts on public safety and property caused by deepwater port facilities.
Appendix P (LNG Facility and Carrier Safety Records) provides a review of
available safety record information on LNG land-based facilities and LNG
carriers.
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SA4 State of New Jersey 9™ District Legislators (continued)

Appendix Q — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses Q-42



SA5 New York Power Authority

SA5-1 Thank you for your comment.

SA5-2 Thank you for your comment.
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SA5 New York Power Authority (continued)

SA5-3  Thank you for your comment.

SA5-4  The environmental effects of construction and operation of the NYPA
offshore wind energy project would be considered cumulative with the Port
Ambrose project if it is built and operated. However, we do not believe at
this time that this project is reasonably foreseeable so it was excluded from
a full review in the Port Ambrose cumulative impacts analysis.

See final EIS Sections 2.2.3.1, 3.7.1.9, and 6.1.1.6.
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SA5 New York Power Authority (continued)

SA5-4
(con’t)
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SA5 New York Power Authority (continued)
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SA6 State of New York Department of State (NYSDOS) and New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation (NY SDEC)
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SA6

NYSDOS and NYSDEC (continued)

SA6-1

SA6-2

SA6-3

SAG6-4

The requested classification has been provided in Liberty's application.
Please see Figure 1-8 in Volume 2, Report 1 in the Application.

The environmental effects of construction and operation of the NYPA
offshore wind energy project would be considered cumulative with the Port
Ambrose project if it is built and operated. However, we do not believe at
this time that this project is reasonably foreseeable so it was excluded from
a full review in the Port Ambrose cumulative impacts analysis.

See final EIS Sections 2.2.3.1, 3.7.1.9, and 6.1.1.6.

We feel that a comprehensive alternatives analysis was completed and that a
sufficient amount of alternative locations were analyzed. Alternative
location must meet the specific project criteria, including access to traffic
lanes, water depth and substrate type. These are discussed in detail in
discussed in Section 2.1. Section 2.2 analyzes four potential locations
within the NY Bight that generally meet the engineering requirements of the
project as presented in Table 2.2-2. Study Area D, which was discussed in
the alternatives analysis, is located northeast of the proposed project
location.

The line in close proximity to the existing TRANSCO pipeline is the
Neptune HVDC Cable as reflected in the legend in the upper right corner of
Figure 3.7-1.
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SA6 NYSDOS and NYSDEC (continued)

SA6-5 Liberty sent inquiries to Anbaric Transmission, project sponsors of the
Poseidon Project, requesting georeferenced information for their proposed
HVDC line in the location of the proposed Mainline on May 4, 2015 and
May 7, 2015. On May 8, 2015, representatives from Anbaric Transmission
responded to Liberty and requested a formal request identifying the
regulatory requirement to provide this information. On May 8, 2015,
Liberty submitted a formal request. Based on correspondence with Anbaric,
Liberty’s request would go to legal review to determine necessity of
furnishing this information at this time due to the confidential nature of
their project location. Regardless of the proposed location for the cable,
Liberty would work with the Anbaric representatives in advance of their
installation to develop a crossing plan to satisfy all safety concerns.

The proposed Mainline would cross the Neptune HVDC line at MP 21.2.
Liberty has coordinated with USACE regarding a crossing plan that is both
identified and evaluated in the Joint USACE-NYSDEC permit application.
This text has been added to Section 6.1.1.4 to clarify.

SA6-6 The environmental effects of construction and operation of the NYPA
offshore wind energy project would be considered cumulative with the Port
Ambrose project if it is built and operated. However, we do not believe at
this time that this project is reasonably foreseeable so it was excluded from
a full review in the Port Ambrose cumulative impacts analysis.

See final EIS Sections 2.2.3.1, 3.7.1.9, and 6.1.1.6.
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SA6

NYSDOS and NYSDEC (continued)

SAG6-7

SA6-8

Liberty has reanalyzed the Project and Atlantic Beach Reef coordinates and
confirms that the distance between the reef and closest point along the
Mainline is 0.15 nautical miles (0.17 mi; see Appendix B). Modeling of
TSS and sediment deposition under worst case conditions in NY State
waters was updated for the Atlantic Beach Reef and the McAllister (or
Fishing Line) Reef. The two reefs lie outside of the maximum extent of any
elevated TSS, albeit in close proximity. As this modeling was based on
conservative assumptions, no adverse impacts are anticipated to either reef
due to TSS as a result of proposed Project activities.

The extent of measureable deposition under worst case conditions in NY
State waters is that sediment deposition in excess of 5 mm (0.2 in) is
predicted to be limited to within approximately 500 feet (152 m) of the
pipeline in State waters; and in isolated areas (i.e., eastward with prevailing
currents), up to approximately 2,600 feet (792 m) for 5 mm (0.2 in)
thickness. Therefore, Atlantic Beach Reef, at a confirmed distance of 0.17
miles (897 feet) westward, would be anticipated to receive deposition less
than 5 mm (0.2 in) thickness, and even then only under extreme
circumstances. The McAlister Reef, at a confirmed distance of 1.45 miles
(7656 feet), lies outside the area of potential impact and would receive no
sediment deposition as a result of Project activities. Liberty will develop a
PMMP in coordination with federal and state resource agencies, which will
include, among other things, timing constraints.

Regarding comments received questioning the relationship and possible
pipeline capacity limitations of the Port Ambrose project supplying the
existing Transco Lower New York Bay Lateral and the new and Transco’s
new Rockaway Lateral (FERC docket# CP13-36-000) and the related
Northeast Connector project (FERC docket # CP-13-132-000), we reference
the following documents:

* Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (FERC) Final Environmental
Impact Statement of Feb 2014 Rockaway Delivery Lateral and Northeast
Connector Project, especially in the Purpose and Need section.
https://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/eis/2014/02-28-14-eis.asp

* FERC Order Issuing Certificates and Granting Abandonment Issued May
8, 2014 for the same projects at
http://www.ferc.gov/CalendarFiles/20140508180214-CP13-36-000.pdf

« Two reports commissioned by Liberty found at www.regulations.gov,
Docket # USCG-2013-0363-1070:
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0 The Adequacy and Cost of Natural Gas Capacity Serving the
New York and New Jersey Energy Market - Lessons from the
Polar Vortex 2013/2014 by ICF International

0 Benefits Associated with Natural Gas Supplies Delivered to New
York City by Concentric Energy Advisors

* Letter from National Grid of New York to the US Coast Guard dated July
27, 2015 which can be found on regulations.gov (USCG-2013-0363-2152)

» The Williams Transco website of expansion projects:
http://co.williams.com/expansionprojects/

» FERC Gas Tariff of Transcontinental Gas Pipeline Company, LLC Filed
with the Federal Energy regulatory Commission at
http://www.1line.williams.com/Transco/index.html.

In summary, the Transco Rockaway Lateral (placed in service May 15,
2015) and the related Northeast Connector project are designed to enhance
gas supply capability to the National Grid’s distribution system in Brooklyn
and Queens. Prior to this, Transco delivered gas via their Lower New York
Bay Lateral (LNYBL) to National Grid at the Long Beach delivery point for
Long Island and New York City customers.

The Rockaway Project enables gas delivery directly to New York City.
This not only adds LNYBL pipeline capacity supplying the Rockaway
Lateral but also in the east of the Proposed Port Ambrose tie-in toward
Long Beach especially during peak demand. It would also support New
York City’s goals to phase out use of heavy heating oils increasing demand
for natural gas as noted in The City of New York, PlaNYC: A Greener
Greater New York at 112 (2007) available at
http://nytelecom.vo.lInwd.net/015/agencies/planyc2030/pdf/full_report 200
7.pdf.

Based on the information provided above:

* There is sufficient pipeline capacity for Port Ambrose gas especially
during peak demand and at other times supporting overall increased demand
due to conversion to natural gas from other fossil fuels in heating and power
plants.

* As with the Rockaway Project, Port Ambrose would provide added
efficiency, flexibility, and reliability to the National Grid distribution
system.

* The additional supply source provided by Port Ambrose should aid in
establishing adequate supplies and stabilizing prices for gas and electricity
in peak demand periods and the additional incremental gas supplies should
provide potential environmental and economic benefits to consumers.

*» The Williams Transco expansion projects website shows plans to increase
gas transmission to areas along the Atlantic seaboard south of New York.

* Regardless of overall Transco LNYBL pipeline capacity status, Port
Ambrose could be considered a “shipper” bidding on supplying gas as noted
in the Transco Tariff.
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SA6

NYSDOS and NYSDEC (continued)

SA6-9

SA6-10

SA6-11

See response to comment FA6-8 for a discussion of potential impacts due to
the implementation of navigational safety measures that would limit certain
uses within the Safety Zone, no anchoring area, and areas to be avoided.
See response to comment FA6-11 for a discussion of compensatory
mitigation for impacts to marine fishery resources

In a meeting with NYSDEC’s Bureau of Marine Resources in April 2012, it
was verbally conveyed to Liberty that the site of the proposed Project is not
located in a currently productive surf clam area and thus is not a prime surf
clam dredging area. This was further substantiated by Liberty in benthic
habitat studies conducted along the pipeline route and reported in an
appendix to Liberty’s Deepwater Port application (Volume Il Topic Report
4 Biological Resources; Appendix D). This information was further
substantiated by subsequent video taken by ROV in State waters of the
seafloor (Appendix E) which showed significant areas of shell hash but
little to no live surf clams.

Future dredging for surf clams in the area of the project, assuming at least
some recovery of the surf clam population in the surrounding zone over
time, may be limited by the 0.1 acre of concrete mats and could affect the
track that surf clam dredges take. Location of this possible restriction
would need to be identified on NOAA charts to avoid any equipment
damage. This would be analogous to other shallow hazards already present
in the area.

In a meeting with NYSDEC’s Bureau of Marine Resources in April 2012, it
was verbally conveyed to Liberty that the referenced Stonybrook study
indicated most seasonal concentrations of Atlantic sturgeon in New York
State waters occurred at the 10 meter contour interval during the spring and
fall periods. No Project component is within the 10 meter contour.
Construction of the subsea tie-in, the point closest to the 10 meter contour
interval, will occur during the months of July and August, thus conforming
to a schedule that reduces the chances for interactions with Atlantic
sturgeon.

Once data as to the timing and concentrations of other Atlantic sturgeon is
available to Liberty, a plan for a modified construction schedule can be
evaluated that may further reduce the chances for interactions with Atlantic
sturgeon. See final EIS section 4.3.4.1.
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SA6 NYSDOS and NYSDEC (continued)

SA6-11
(con’t)

SA6-12 A PMMP will be developed during the engineering and design phases and
be implemented during the construction and operations phases of the
Project. The PMMP will include a survey plan for post-construction
bathymetric survey and post-construction benthic monitoring that
documents that the pipeline trench has been adequately re-filled and the
benthic community has been restored.

SA6-13 See response to comment FA6-11 for a discussion of compensatory
mitigation for impacts to marine fishery resources.

SA6-14 Thank you for your comment. Dunton et al. 2010 was referenced in Section
3.3.1 of the final EIS. Additional characterization of Atlantic sturgeon
populations is included in Section 3.3.1 of the final EIS.
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SA6

NYSDOS and NYSDEC (continued)

SA6-15

SA6-16

SA6-17

SA6-18

SA6-19

Text has been revised as recommended.

Text revised as requested.

Section 3.3 of the final EIS has been re-worded to more accurately reflect
the ESA process.

Text revised as requested.

The recommended information concerning North Atlantic right whales has
been added to Section 3.3.1. The potential for ship-strike has been assessed
in sections 4.2.5 and 4.3.2. Vessel activity for construction and operation of
the proposed Port represents a nominal increase to existing vessel traffic.
The expected increase in vessel traffic during proposed Port operations
would be 45 LNGRVs per year, plus routine number of support vessel
transits. Compared to the annual number of deep draft vessels already
transiting the approach to the Ambrose Channel (800 vessels), where the
proposed Project is located, the minor increase in vessel traffic would be
expected to result in only a small increased risk of vessel strikes In addition,
the LNGRVs must slow to 3 knots within the proposed Project Safety Zone
surrounding each buoy. Since vessel speed is proportional to marine
mammal collisions, this speed would increase both the ability of a marine
mammal to avoid the vessel and the ability of the vessel to identify and
avoid a marine mammal. In addition, a Marine Mammal and Sea Turtle
Vessel Strike Avoidance Plan has been prepared to decrease risk of
collisions, which would inform all crew to guidelines to protect marine
species from collisions (Appendix L). Section 4.2.8 details the measures
that would be taken by the Applicant to reduce the potential for vessel
collisions with any marine animal.
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SA6 NYSDOS and NYSDEC (continued)

SA6-19

(con’t)

SA6-20 The recommended information concerning the Kemp’s Ridley turtle has
been added to Section 3.3.1.

SA6-21 This paper has been reviewed and edits have been made in Section 3.12.4 as
needed.

SA6-22 The recommended information concerning North Atlantic right whales has

been added to Sections 4.3.2.1 and 4.3.2.2. The potential for acoustic
harassment has been assessed in Sections 4.2.5 and 4.3.2. Vessel activity for
construction and operation of the proposed Port represents a nominal
increase to existing vessel traffic. The expected increase in vessel traffic
during proposed Port operations would be 45 LNGRVs per year, plus
routine number of support vessel transits. Compared to the annual number
of deep draft vessels already transiting the approach to the Ambrose
Channel (800 vessels), where the proposed Project is located, the minor
increase in vessel traffic would be expected to result in only a small
increased risk of vessel strikes In addition, the LNGRVs must slow to 3
knots within the proposed Project Safety Zone surrounding each buoy.
Since vessel speed is proportional to marine mammal collisions, this speed
would increase both the ability of a marine mammal to avoid the vessel and
the ability of the vessel to identify and avoid a marine mammal. In addition,
a Marine Mammal and Sea Turtle Vessel Strike Avoidance Plan has been
prepared to decrease risk of collisions, which would inform all crew to
guidelines to protect marine species from collisions (Appendix L). Section
4.2.8 details the measures that would be taken by the Applicant to reduce
the potential for vessel collisions with any marine animal.
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SA6

NYSDOS and NYSDEC (continued)

SA6-23

SA6-24

SA6-25

SA6-26

Liberty will develop a PMMP in coordination with federal and state
resource agencies, which will include, among other things, timing
constraints.

The LNGRYV intake screens are designed with 1-inch slots which allows for
a maximum water intake velocity of 0.5 ft/sec (0.2 m/sec) or less and
structural integrity of the sea chest. Discussions with the vessel design team
have concluded that the 1-inch screen opening is the minimum possible for
the volume of water needed to operate the vessel.

The report dated March 2014 that summarizes sample chemistry results has
been included as Appendix H and summarized in Section 3.5.6.

Corrected as noted.
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SA6 NYSDOS and NYSDEC (continued)

SA6-27 Comment noted. Plowing is proposed when possible.

SAB6-28 Section 4.1.3.1 discusses the additional depth of trench required between
MP17 to MP 20.1 to a depth of 10 feet. The section has been updated to
reflect the final depth and protection measures agreed to with the USACE.
The jet plow may require two to three passes to achieve the 10 foot depth.
This requirement is included in the final EIS. The sediment transport
modeling of this area accounts for this activity.

SA6-29 The modeling evaluation is based on numerous conservative assumptions
and predicts maximum and mean values of TSS. It is expected that actual
construction timing in relation to real time physical oceanographic
conditions will meet the TSS requirements of NYSDEC permit.

SA6-30 The final EIS has been updated to reflect the agreed plan with the USACE
on construction techniques between MP 17.0 and 20.1. See final EIS

Sections 2.1.11, 4.1.3.1, and 4.2.2.1.
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SA6 NYSDOS and NYSDEC (continued)

SA6-31 There will be no provision to handle liquid condensate on the LNGRVS,
such as a flare. The LNGRVs are designed to handle a range of LNG
specifications, which require the removal of liquid condensate at the LNG
liquefaction facility prior to loading.
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LOCAL AGENCIES

LA1 Long Beach New York City Council

LAL1-1 Thank you for your comment.

LA1-2 Thank you for your comment.
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LA1 Long Beach New York City Council (continued)
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LA2 Donovan Richards, Committee on Environmental Protection, 315 Council
District, Queens, New York

LA2-1 Thank you for your comment.
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LA2 Donovan Richards, Committee on Environmental Protection, 315 Council
District, Queens, New York (continued)

LA2-2 Thank you for your comment.
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LA3 Queens Chamber of Commerce

LA3-1 Thank you for your comment.

LA3-2 Thank you for your comment.

LA3-3 Thank you for your comment.

LA3-4 Thank you for your comment.
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LA3  Queens Chamber of Commerce (continued)
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LA4 Long Beach New York City Council

Thank you for your comment.
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LA5  Thomas J. Grech, Queens Chamber of Commerce Energy Committee

LA5-1 Thank you for your comment.
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LAG6 Jack Friedman, Executive Director, Queens Chamber of Commerce

LAG-1 See response to CO2-1.

LAG-2 See response to CO2-2.
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LA7  City of Ashbury Park, New Jersey

See Response to IND58
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LA8 Borough Council of Milltown, State of New Jersey

See Response to IND58
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LA9  Couch White Counselors and Attorneys at Law
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LA9  Couch White Counselors and Attorneys at Law (continued)
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LA9

Couch White Counselors and Attorneys at Law (continued)

LA9-1

LA9-2

The environmental effects of construction and operation of the NYPA
offshore wind energy project would be considered cumulative with the Port
Ambrose project if it is built and operated. However, we do not believe at
this time that this project is reasonably foreseeable so it was excluded from
a full review in the Port Ambrose cumulative impacts analysis.

See final EIS Sections 2.2.3.1, 3.7.1.9, and 6.1.1.6.

Impacts from sediment disturbance during construction and operation are
discussed and analyzed in Sections 4.1.3.1, 4.1.3.2,4.1.3.3,4.5.2 and 4.5.3.
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LA9  Couch White Counselors and Attorneys at Law (continued)

LA9-1

(con’t) The environmental effects of construction and operation of the NYPA
offshore wind energy project would be considered cumulative with the Port
Ambrose project if it is built and operated. However, we do not believe at
this time that this project is reasonably foreseeable so it was excluded from
a full review in the Port Ambrose cumulative impacts analysis.

See final EIS Sections 2.2.3.1, 3.7.1.9, and 6.1.1.6.
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LA9

Couch White Counselors and Attorneys at Law (continued)

LA9-3

LA9-4

LA9-5

LA9-1
(con’t)

The leak detection systems used onboard LNGRVs are much more stringent
than those typically used for onshore natural gas handling facilities such as
transmission pipelines. In particular, the Port Ambrose LNGRVs will be
equipped throughout the vessel with numerous temperature and gas sensors
to immediately detect any fugitive leaks of LNG or natural gas (methane).
These sensors will be alarmed and continuously monitored from the control
room. Due to these measures, potential fugitive methane emissions from the
LNGRVs are considered to be negligible. See final EIS section 4.10.8.
Thank you for your comment.

The environmental effects of construction and operation of the NYPA
offshore wind energy project would be considered cumulative with the Port
Ambrose project if it is built and operated. However, we do not believe at
this time that this project is reasonably foreseeable so it was excluded from
a full review in the Port Ambrose cumulative impacts analysis.

See final EIS Sections 2.2.3.1, 3.7.1.9, and 6.1.1.6.

The environmental effects of construction and operation of the NYPA
offshore wind energy project would be considered cumulative with the Port
Ambrose project if it is built and operated. However, we do not believe at
this time that this project is reasonably foreseeable so it was excluded from
a full review in the Port Ambrose cumulative impacts analysis.

See final EIS Sections 2.2.3.1, 3.7.1.9, and 6.1.1.6.
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LA9  Couch White Counselors and Attorneys at Law (continued)

LA9-6 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and peak
demand. See response to SA6-8 for a discussion of transmission capacity
constraints.
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LA9  Couch White Counselors and Attorneys at Law (continued)

LA9-7 Impacts from sediment disturbance are discussed and analyzed in Sections
4.1.3.2and 45.3.
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LA9  Couch White Counselors and Attorneys at Law (continued)

LA9-7
(con’t) Impacts from sediment disturbance are discussed and analyzed in Sections
4.1.3.2and 4.5.3.
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LA10 The Board of Chosen Freeholders of the County of Monmouth

LAL10-1 See response to CO98-1.

LAL10-2 See response to CO98-2.
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LA10 The Board of Chosen Freeholders of the County of Monmouth (continued)

LA10-2

(con’t) See response to CO98-2.

LA10-3 See response to CO98-3.

LAL10-4 See response to CO98-4.

LAL10-5 See response to CO98-5.
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LA10 The Board of Chosen Freeholders of the County of Monmouth (continued)

LA10-6 See response to CO98-6.
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LA11 Town of Hempstead Councilwoman Dorothy L. Goosby

LA11-1 Thank you for your comment.
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LA12 Town of Hempstead Councilman Edward A. Ambrosino

LA12-1 See response to IND211-1.

Appendix Q — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses Q-82



LA13 Village of Huntington Bay Mayor Herb Morrow

LA13-1 See response to IND211-1.
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS

CO1  Construction & Marine Equipment Co., Inc.

CO1-1  Thank you for your comment.
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CoO Construction & Marine Equipment Co., Inc. (continued)

CO1-2  Thank you for your comment.

CO1-3  Thank you for your comment.
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CO2  United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America

CO2-1 Thank you for your comment.

C0O2-2 Thank you for your comment.
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CO3  New Jersey Alliance for Action Inc.

See response to CO2.
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CO4 International Union of Operating Engineers Local 825

See response to CO2.

We support this project after careful consideration because of the economic
benefits it will have in the region including, but certainly not limiled to, the
bringing of over 800 construction related jobs, the spending of over $90 million
dollars of goods and services in our Iocal economy and an annual operating budget
of $20 million on permanent and contract service jobs as well as revenues
generated by taxes.

Most importantly is the Project’s ability to introduce competitively priced natural
gas info the system at periods of peak demand, which drives down and stabilizes
costs which directly affects consumers both in the lowering their costs for natural
gas and electricity.

Our position is that Port Ambrose js a safe and environmentally friendly
infrastructure project that has very low environmental impact and veid of public
hazards due to its location several miles offshore. Natural gas is a clean burning
and predictable fuel source.

The importance in approving a project like Port Ambrose has never been more
evident after this year’s excessively cold and prolonged winter season.

Sincerely,

Greg Lalevee
Business Manager
{UQE Local 825
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CO5  Chemical Council of New Jersey

See response to CO2.
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CO6 Teamsters Joint Council No. 73 P.A.C.

See response to CO2.

We suiport this project afler careful consideration because of the economic benefits it
will have in the region including, but certainly not limited to, the bringing of over 800
constriction related jobs, the spending of ovet $90 million dollars of goods and services
in our local economy and an annual operating budget of $20 million on permanent and
contract service jobs as well as revenues generated by taxes.

Most importantly is the Praject’s ability to introduce competitively priced natural gas into
the system at periods of peak demand, which drives down and stabilizes costs which
direetly affects consumers both in the lowering their costs for natural gas and electricity.

Our position is that Port Ambrose is a safe and environmentally friendly infrastructure
project that has very low environmental impact and void of public hazards due to its
location several imiles offshore. Natural gas is a clean burning and predictable fuel
source,

The importance in approving a project like Port Ambrose has never been more evident
after (his year’s excessively cold and prolonged winter season. ’

Sinceraly, ©

Alphonse Rispoli, President Clitf Nolan, PAC Chairman
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We support this preject after careful consideration because of the economic benefits it
will have in the region including, but certainly not limited to, the bringing of over §00
construction related jobs, the spending of over $90 million dollars of goods and services
in our local economy and an annual operating budget of $20 million on permanent and
confract service jobs as well as revenues generated by taxes.

Most importantly is the Project’s ability to introduce competitively priced natural gas into
the system at periods of peak demand, which drives down and stabilizes costs which
directly affects consumers both in the lowering their costs for natural gas and electricity.

Our position is that Port Ambrose is a safe and environmentally friendly infrastructure
project that has very low environmental impact and void of public hazards due to its
location several miles offshore. Natural gas is a clean burning and predictable fuel
source.

The importance in approving a project like Port Ambrose has never been more evident
after this year's excessively cold and prolonged winter season.

Sincerely,

Fue A

Alphonse Rispoli, President Cliff Nolan, PAC Chairman

Cco7 Teamsters Joint Council No. 73 P.A.C.

Duplicate - see response to COB6.
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CO8  Construction & Marine Equipment Co., Inc.

Duplicate - see response to CO1.
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CO8  Construction & Marine Equipment Co., Inc. (continued)

Q-93 Appendix Q — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



CO9  Chemistry Council of New Jersey

Duplicate - see response to CO5.

ORI,

The Council supports this project after careful consideration because of the economic benefits it
will have in the region including, but certainly not limited to, the bringing of more than 800
construction related jobs, the spending of more than $90-million dollars of goods and services in
our local economy and an annual operating budget of $20 million on permanent and contract
service jobs as well as revenues generated by taxes.

The Council is generally supportive of projects that introduce competitively priced natural gas
into the system at periods of peak demand, which drives down and stabilizes costs which directly
afffect my members and consumers both in lowering their costs for natural gas and clectricity.

The Council supports safe and envimumen.lally friendly infrastructure pfujects that have very low
environmental impact and void of public hazards. Natural gas is a clean burning and predictable
fuel source.

The importance in approving a project like Port Ambrose lias never been more evidentafier this

i“

Cammitted io o Better Quali
=y 08608 » 600-392-4214 « FAX &

ife Fhrovgh Science
16 = www. chemisirycounciini. org

150 West Stare S
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To Whom It May Concern:

| am writing to express our support and ask you te approve Liberty Natural Gas’ {Liberty)
Port Ambrose Project. This Project will soon come to a decision that greatly affects our state,
For the past few months, | have followed the developments of this project through the USCG
Deepwater Port Act licensing process.

| support this project after careful consideration because of the economic benefits it will have in
the region including, but certainly not limited to, the bringing of over 800 censtruction related jobs,
the spending of over $90 million dollars of goods and services in our local economy and an annual
operating budget of $20 million on permanent and contract service jobs as weli as revenues
generated by taxes. Most importantly is the Project’s ability to introduce competitively priced
natural gas into the system at periods of peak demand, which drives down and stabilizes costs
which directly affects consumers both in the lowering their costs for natural gas and electricity.

My posttion is thai Port Ambrose is a safe and environmentally friendly infrastructure project that
has very low environmental impact and veid of public hazards due to its location several miles
offshore. Natural gas is a clean burning and predictable fuel source. The importance in approving
a project like Port Ambrose has never been more evident after this year's excessively cold and
prolonged winter season.

Sincerely,
oospl g

Joseph A. Geiger
Executive Secretary-Treasurer

CO10 United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America

Duplicate - see response to CO2.
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We support this project after careful consideration because of the economic benefits it will have in the region
including, but certainly not limited to the bringing of over 800 construction related jobs, the spending of over
$90 million dollars of goods and services in our local economy and an annual operating budget of $20 million
on permanent and contract service jobs as weli as revenues generated by taxes.

Most importantly is the Project’s ability to introduce competitively priced natural gas into the system al periods
of peak demand, which drives down and stabilizes costs which directly affects consumers both in the lowering
their costs for natural gas and electricity.

Qur position is that Port Ambrose is a safe and environmentally friendly infrastructure project that has very low
environmental impact and void of public hazards due to its location several miles offshore. Natural gas is a
clean burning and predictable fuel source

The importance in approving a project like Port Ambrose has never been more evident after this year’s
excessively cold and prolonged winter season.

]
e f
Sh \c@re{y, I
KN N S -
Christopher Parzych '8}

Dresident

-

PILE DRIVING + MARINE DIVERS « HOD HOIST CARPENTERS + CORE DRILLERS + DOCKBUILDING « STEEL § 3
R * MART s NG -+ STEEL AND WOOD SHEETING »
BUILDING FOUNDATIONS « COFFER DAMS + CONCRETE FORMS + UNDERTINNING + CAISSONS + BRID GE FOUNDATIONS « e
TRESTLE WORK + SHORING +WOOD TANKS +SHOPS AND PLANTS *AUTOMATED DOORS
+ =T 3

CO11 Dockbuilders — Timbermen Local Union 1556

See response to CO2.
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CO12 New York Affordable Reliable Electricity Alliance (NY AREA)

Entaray Maclear J
Horthoast The winter impact on prices was staggering. New York City spot market natural gas prices for

S Ladvhgeon heating in January 2014 rose to $27.43/MMBtu, up 394% from $5.55/MMBtu in December

f;.f’iif::ﬁfﬁfﬂs 2013. EIA data shows electric prices for natural gas in January 2014 was $233.59/MWh which ts
252% higher than $66.39/MWh in December 2013 and 192% higher than $79.77/MWh in

Kottis McDanald January 2013,

Aftican Americon

i:s"o'::‘a”r"’;f:""”“" Conhsumers from Brooklyn to Buffale were alarmed that their monthly bills rose 25 per cent or
more due natural gas shortages. A Newsday article captured New Yorkers frustration quite well:

?Lfifﬂ,‘,'ﬁ’ﬁ.,sm “This bill just Iilled me,” Said_“NIHiam Jones of Wading River, referring to [his] bill that jumped to

Assaciation 5435 from 5179 last month.”” These price increases are especially hard on those with fixed

incomes and the poor. *

Dob Seeger
;':f:\;"l'l'ltﬂfW”’74” The U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) attributes natural gas price volatility in the

northeast to pipelines constraints heading into New York and New England from the West and
Kathryn Wylde South. Port Ambrose directly answers this challenge.

Partnership for
Jew Vork ity

Partners LLC

[arnes Slevin
Htility Warkers Union
of America Local 1-2

z “Frigfd Temperarures fram Polar Vortex Drive Record Winter Demand,” NYISU, january S, 2014, Link:

fl{*ﬂl“‘ Vasily http/freadme. read com/Frigid-Temperatures-from-Potar Vortex-Drive-Record-Winter-Demand/ 7559202
Lty Nokira(bay * "PSEG customers facing rising electric bills,” Newsday, January 20, 2014, Uink: hitp:/ v newsday.com/long

siand/pseg-customers-facing-rising-electric-bills-1.6913689
“Northeastern Winter Notural Gos und Electricity Issves,” .5, EIA, January 7, 2014, Link:
e/ fwww.clapov/special/alent/east coast/pdf/encrey market alert jan 7. 2014.pdf

114 West 47th Street, Suite 19th Floor » New York , NY 10036 » 212-683-1203 = info@area-alliance.org > www.area-alliance,org
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CO12 New York Affordable Reliable Electricity Alliance (NY AREA)
(Continued)

CO12-1 Thank you for your comment.

CO12-2 Thank you for your comment.

CO12-3 See response to LA3-3.

CO12-4 Thank you for your comment.

New York should move ferward with Port Ambrose and not allow ather costly aspirations or fear
maongering Lo cause unnecessary delay. The pipeline already exists on the ocean floor and Port
Ambrose will tap into that infrastructure to increase resiliency and capacity in New York's gas
markets.

Thank you for your time and consideration. We hope that our input earns yolr support for the
proposed Port Ambrose project,

g s

Arthur “lerrfAremer
Chairman, New York AREA

cc: Richard Kauffman, Chairman of Energy and Finance for New York
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CO13 Moffat & Nichol

CO13-1 Thank you for your comment.

CO13-2 Thank you for your comment.
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CO14 The Business Council

See response to CO2.
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CO15 Empire Government Strategies on behalf of NY Affordable Reliable
Duplicate - See response to CO2. Electricity Alliance

& AR IR, LA PY AL SR e LA KRR AVTALEL] SAAS W I T ARIE | aiea 1 b
in support of the application of Liberly Matural Gas for the Port Ambrose Project.
I LIDETTY NaTUral as, LLG, POt AMBrose Froject, Docket: USGE-2013-U363

Additional letters will be forwarded to you as received.
To Whom it May Concern:

Please include them as part of the docket. 1 amwriting to express our support and ask you to approve Liberty Natural Gas' {Liberty)

N Port Ambrose Project. This Project will soon come to a decision that greafly affects our state.
Sincerely, i For the past few months, | have followed the developments of this project through the USCG

! Z‘_ : Deepwater Port Act licensing process.

; | support this project after careful consideration because of the econiomic benefits it will have in
! . | e the region including, but certainly not limited fo, the bringing of over 800 construction related jobs,
ARTHU RRY KREMER the spending of over $80 million dollars of goods and services in our local economy and an annual

Prest denF operating budget of $20 million on psrmanent and contract senvice jobs as wsll as revenues
Direct Dial: (516) 663-6688 generated by taxes. Most importantly is the Project's ability to intraduce competitively priced
natural gas into the system at periods of peak demand, which drives down and stabilizes costs
AJK:ef e which directly aifects consumers both in the lowering thelr costs for natural gas and electricity.
Enclosures..c..yisre SiFc o My position is that Port Ambrose is a safe and environmentally friendly infrastructure project that

has very low environmental impact and void of public hazards due to its location several miles
offshore, Natural gas is a clean burning and predictable fuel source. The importance in approving
a project fike Port Ambrose has never been more evident after this year's excessively cold and
prolonged winter season.

Sincerely,
v
(1 JL // /@({4 LA
v Q?/‘ j
Joseph A. Geiger
Albany = Washington, D.C. * Mew York City = Llonglsland ' Executive Secretary-Treasurer
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Duplicate - see response to LA3.

gas for the downstate region. The project is currently under federal review under U.S. Coast v

Guard identification number 2013-0363-1066. We hope our comments earn your support for the

. Jack Friedman, Exccutive Director
project as well.

Queens Chamber of Commerce

The Queens Chamber of Commerce recognizes the growing challenges to meeting
demand for heating during the winter. It is our belief that the Port Ambrose project will provide
safe, clean, economically beneficial, and timely relief to Greater New York’s projected heating
fize! supply shortage due to system constraints.

CC: Richard Kanfmann, Chairman of Energy and Finance for New York

The Port Ambrose Project is safe and clean: Built on the Atlantic Ocean floor almost 20
miles off the NYC shoreline, Port Ambrose will be invisible from shore, in compliance with all
sefety requirements, and built to sustain hurricane conditions. Furthermore the fuel it carries,
LNG, is significantly cleaner to burn than the coal and oil that comprises much of the “fall back
plan” when natural gas demand exceeds supply for heat and power preduction.

The Port Ambrose Project is cconomically beneficial: according to ICF International, the
added capacity is expected to reduce prices four percent, saving New Yorkers $325 million
annually. No public money will be spent on the project, which will create 600 jobs and generate
$90 million in regional economic activity. :

Finally, the Port Ambrose Project will deliver most of its fitel when it is needed most— in
the depths of winter or sweltering heat of summer, when domestic supply of natural gas is
inadequate. Thus it poses no competitive challenge to existing supplicrs, while providing

Get More, Net More

Get More, Net More
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Duplicate, see response to CO12.

e s s

A DL QI ITLHEW SIGLL L UGN §SLUTUS OF 93,553 Megawarts toithe environment and maximum benefit o the é’cdnomy.

i ilEmnn:Nl'l'[mnl\'ﬂdi (MW} in July 2013 for the summer peak period. :
i Enlergy Nucleor
| — ; : : New wi y T aspirati
! Morthenst The winter impact on prices was staggering. New York City spot market natural gas prices for i \;c:: s_::::uld move farward with P_DrLAm!:rrus.@andnm af]g_w.other costly aspirations or fear
S — heating in January 2014 rose to $27.43/MMBtu, up 394% from $5.55/MMBtu in December A bg 8 o cause unnecessary. delay. The pipefine already exists:an the ocean floorand Port
! ga;:rm:;w;f:{s 2013. EIA data shows electric prices for natural gas in January 2014 was $233.53/MWh which s m krotsam tap into that infrasiructure 1o inerease resiliency and capacity in New York’s gas
2529 higher than $66.39/MWh in December 2013 and 192% higher than $79.77/MWh in arets:
Korris MeDonald January 2013, . 5 5
N eins Thank you for your time and consideration. We hope that our input earns your support for the
i Consumers from Brooklyn to Buffalo were alarmed that their monthly bills rose 25 per cent or proposed Port Ambrose project.
more due natural gas shortages. A Newsday article captured New Yorkers' frustration quite well:
%mlgl;u ““This bill just killed me,” said ‘William Jones of Wading River, referring to [his] bill that jumped to Sincerely,
Aswetatton $435 from 5179 last month."? These price increases are especlally hard on those with fixed
incomes and the poor. 2 A
Bob Seeger . Arthur "JerrfAremer
g;_"‘]"”ﬂ"“-”m”"‘” The U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) atiributes natural gas price volatility in the L =
northeast to pipelines constraints heading into New York and New England from the West and wirman, New York AREA
Katheyn Wylde South. Port Ambrose directly answers this challenge. g . .
;m,;?_j(,gg cc: Richard Kauffman, Chairman of Energy and Finance for New York
e Yo

Chiis Tharpe, CFA
DBriclt Investaent
. Fartnors LLC

sSlevin
 Workers Union
© afAmerice Lacal 1-2

0, lanuary 9, 2014, Link:

§ ' “Frigld Temperotures from Polar Vortex Drive Record Winte
Jaseph Vaszily hitp://rea dme. readmedia.com/Frigid-Temperatures-from-Polar-Vortex-Drive-kecord-Winter-Demand/ 7653202
biberty platural Gas *  “PSEG customers facing rising electric bills,” Newsday, January 30, 2014, Link: https/ farww nowsday.corm/long-

isiand/pseg-customers-Tacing-rising-electric-bills-1.6913689
* "Northeostern Winter Natural Gas and Elactricity issues.” US. BIA, Jaouary ¥, 2014, Links
ingov/special/alert/east coast/ndi/enarey market alert Jan 7. pdf
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CO16 The Retired Military Officers Association, Inc. (RMOA)

CO16-1 Thank you for your comment.
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CO16 The Retired Military Officers Association, Inc. (RMAO) (continued)

CO016-2 Thank you for your comment.

CO016-3 Thank you for your comment.
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CO17 The Maritime Association of the Port of New York/New Jersey

See response to CO2.

Liberty Natural Gas® {Liberly) Port Ambrose Project. This Project will spon come (o a
decision that greatly affects our state, For the past few months, we have followed the
developments of this project through the USCG Deepwater Port Act licensing process.

We support this project after carelul consideration because of the economic benefits it
will have in the region including, but certainly not limited to, the bringing of over 800
construction related jobs, the spending of over $90 million dollars of goods and services
in our local economy and an annual operating budget of $20 million on permanent and
contract service jobs as well as revenues generated by taxes.

Most importantly is the Project’s ability to intreduce competitively priced natural gas into
the system at periods of peak demand, which drives down and stabilizes costs which
directly affects consumers both in the lowering their costs for natural gas and electricity.

The Tug and Barge Committees position is that Port Ambrose is a safe and
environmentally friendly infrastructure project that has very low environmental impact
and void of public hazards due to its location several miles offshore. Natural gas is a
clean burning and predictable fuel source.

“It is the mission of the Tug & Barge Committee to promote and represent the interests of tug boat
operators and harbor carrfers in local issues relevant to the tug and barge Industry In the New
York/New Jersey Port area and approaches”
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17 Battery Place, Suite 913
New York, N.Y. 10004

“It is the mission of the Tug & Barge Committee to promote and represent the interests of tug boat
operators and harbor carrfers in local issues relevant to the tug and barge Industry In the New
York/New Jersey Port area and approaches”

CO17 The Maritime Association of the Port of New York/New Jersey

(continued)

Q-107

Appendix Q — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



CO18 Catskill Citizens for Safe Energy
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http:fAarww regulations. gov/idocumentDetail . D=U SCG-2013-0363- 1172

CO18 Catskill Citizens for Safe Energy (continued)

C0O18-1 Thank you for your comment.

CO18-2 Thank you for your comment.

C0O18-3 Thank you for your comment.
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CO19 New Jersey Society for Environmental, Economic Development
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CO19 New Jersey Society for Environmental, Economic Development
(continued)

C0O19-1 Thank you for your comment.

C019-2 Thank you for your comment.
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CO19 New Jersey Society for Environmental, Economic Development
(continued)

C0O19-3 See CO2-1.
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C0O20 New York Building Congress

C0O20-1 See CO2-1.

C0O20-2 See CO2-1.
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C0O20 New York Building Congress (continued)

Appendix Q — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses Q-114



CO21 International Union of Operating Engineers Local 25 Marine Division

See response to CO2.
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C022 League of Women Voters of New York State

C022-1

C022-2

In accordance with the requirements of the Deepwater Port Act of 1974,
as amended (the Act), an important part of the deepwater port licensing
application review process is for MARAD to make a determination that
the applicant is financially responsible and has the financial resources to
own, construct, operate, and decommission the deepwater port at the
end of the port's useful life. To satisfy these requirements, MARAD
conducts a detailed and comprehensive evaluation and analysis of the
financial wherewithal of the applicant, its affiliates and corporate
owners, including an assessment of the entire corporate structure, its
board members and the U.S. citizenship status of each member.

Further, MARAD evaluates the management and technical expertise
and performance of the entity proposed to provide such services to the
port, and ensures that the applicant and/or its affiliates will maintain the
financial resources necessary to assume liability for any foreseen and/or
unforeseen incident and event that may occur at the port, during any
portion of its lifecycle. Should a favorable Record of Decision be
granted by MARAD for this application, the applicant, Liberty Natural
Gas LLC and/or its designated representative, will be required to
provide material evidence that demonstrates possession or the ability to
readily acquire the sufficient financing to pay the total project costs of
the port from commencement to decommissioning. The applicant will
be required to provide such evidence to MARAD prior to issuance of
the official deepwater port license.

The draft DWP operations manual, that was submitted, as part of the
Port Ambrose license application, is not publicly releasable because it
includes proprietary and highly sensitive information (i.e., Sensitive
Security Information protected in accordance 49 CFR Part 1520).

If MARAD approves the Port Ambrose project and issues a license, the
Applicant will be required to prepare a comprehensive operations
manual (refer to 33 CFR 150.15 for required elements of the plan),
subject to USCG review and approval before the port would be being
authorized to commence operations. Sub-Section 5.3 also addresses
port-specific issues to minimize risks and to protect life and property.
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League of women Voters of New Y Oork staie

Claaleakt. A QAA.A—W‘
Elisabeth Radow

Chairperson, Committee on Energy, Agriculture and the Environment
League of Women Voters of New York State

C022 League of Women Voters of New York State (continued)

C022-3 Thank you for your comment.
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C0O23 ClimateMama

C023-1 Thank you for your comment.

C023-2 Thank you for your comment.

C023-3 Thank you for your comment.
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C023 ClimateMama (continued)

C023-3
(con’t)

C023-4 Thank you for your comment.
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CO25 Citizens Campaign for the Environment

C0O25-1 Thank you for your comment.
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Citizens Campaign for the Environmenr.
225a Main Street
Farmingdale, NY 11735

516-390-7150

CO25 Citizens Campaign for the Environment (continued)

C0O25-2 Thank you for your comment.
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CO25 Citizens Campaign for the Environment (continued)

Re: Docket Number USCG-2013-0363

Dear Ms. Fields and Mr. Bachman,

Citizens Campaign for the Environment {CCE) is an 80,000 member not-for-profit, non-partisan
advocacy organization working for the protection of public health and the natural environment
on behalf of its members in New York and Connecticut. The protection of waterways, especially
our estuaries and ocean, is of the utmost importance to CCE. CCE has concerns with the
proposed Port Ambrose liquified natural gas {LNG) facility deep water port, and we do not
believe that the current public comment pericd is sufficient for CCE or for members of the
public to properly review and analyze the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS),
released earlier this month.

The proposed LNG port has the potential to impact our envircnment, public health, and our
state’s energy policy. Residents should have ample opportunity to educate themselves and
provide meaningful comments on the proposal. The myriad potential impacts on critical
habitat, water turbidity, local fishing and tourism economies, and local coastal resiliency efforts,
as well as possible renewable energy alternatives, need to be adequately reviewed. These are
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CO26 Surfrider Foundation

C026-1 Thank you for your comment.

C0O26-2 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and peak
demand.

As stated in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, the increased natural gas supply in New
England for the winter of 2014-2015, including LNG imports form the
Northeast Gateway Deepwater Port, off the coast of Boston,
Massachusetts, contributed to reduced average wholesale energy prices
from an average of $138 per megawatt hour in the winter of 2013-2014,
to an average of $77 per megawatt hour in the winter of 2014-2015 (1ISO
New England 2015). Increased fuel supply during the winter peak
demand directly contributed to the lower price levels in 2014-2015 (1SO
New England 2015).
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CO026 Surfrider Foundation (continued)

C026-3 The proposed Project would be located in federal waters of the North
Atlantic in the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) blocks NK 18-12 6708,
NK 18-12 6709, and NK 18-12 6758 lease area, approximately 16.1
nautical miles off of Jones Beach, New York. Impacts to recreation
opportunities are discussed in Section 4.7.4 of the final EIS.

C0O26-4 See response to SA4-1 for a discussion of safety.

C026-5 Thank you for your comment.
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CO026 Surfrider Foundation (continued)
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wer array, several important fishing
areas, and wildlife migration routes

This project is a bad deal for New Yorkers, as we will pay
the price if anything goes wrong. In fact, the proposal will
only create 6 permanent jobs and may raise energy prices
if natural gas is exported from the terminal to foreign
countries. This terminal would also represent a green light
for hydrofracking upstate.

New York is at a clear crossroads, where we have the
apportunity to choose between a wind power array or an

LNG terminal. Please veto the Port Ambrose LNG Terminal. Monaghan  Joan 645 West Chester Street Long Beach NY

CO026 Surfrider Foundation (continued)

C0O26-6

C0O26-7

C0O26-8

Thank you for your comment.

Impacts of construction, operation and decommissioning of the
proposed Project on socioeconomic factors such as employment are
addressed in Section 4.8.3.

Liberty's application is only for the construction and operation of a
deepwater port that could only be used as a natural gas import facility.
The considerable technical, operational, and environmental differences
between import and export operations for natural gas deepwater ports is
such that any licensed deepwater port facility that proposed to convert
from import to export operations would be required to submit a new
license application (including application fee) and conform to all
licensing requirements and regulations in effect at such time of
application. In addition to payment of the application fee, licensing
requirements include, but are not limited to, completion of an extensive
environmental impact assessment and financial resources review which
would include public participation.

Applications for construction and operation of offshore deepwater port
facilities for the export of oil and natural gas from the U.S. to foreign
markets abroad would be processed according to MARAD's final policy
as described in a notification in the Federal Register (80 FR 26321) on
May 7, 2015.

Thank you for your comment.
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CO27 The Business Council

CO27-1 See response to CO2.

CO27-2 See response to CO2.
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CO27 The Business Council (continued)

C0O27-3 Thank you for your comment.

Your Gravity Forms License Key has expired. In order to continue receiving support and software updates you must renew your
license key. You can do s6 by following the renewal instructions on the Gravity Forms Settings page in your WordPress Dashboard or
by dlicking here.
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CO27 The Business Council (continued)

CO27-4 See CO2-1.

CO27-5 See CO2-2.
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CO028 Recreational Fishing Alliance

C028-1 Thank you for your comment.

C028-2 Thank you for your comment.
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C028 Recreational Fishing Alliance (continued)

C028-3 Thank you for your comment.

C028-4 Thank you for your comment.
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C028 Recreational Fishing Alliance (continued)

1SRV UULIE, PEAR UST POLIUUS 43 SAPGLITHLEU UIUUSIUUL 1a3L WIILEL 3 PULdL YUILGA SPIBUUG.

As you are aware, public hearings and a public comment period are currently underway to
gather stakeholder input in regards to the Port Ambrose deepwater port application. In my capacity as
executive director of the Recreational Fishing Alliance (RI'A), I attended the first of the two public
hearings which was held on January 7. 2015 in Queens, New York and where [ provided the position
of the RIA in regards to the project for the official public record. Based on what 1 observed at that
hearing and the comments raised by those opposed to the project, 1 came to the firm conclusion that the
hearings, in the manner they are being conducted, do not foster a meaningful or constructive dialog in
regards the project. T found this very troubling secing how the hearing generated little, if any, useful or
factual information while knowing how critically important stakeholder information is for those at the
state level who are charged with making key decisions on this application. It would prove extremely
difficult for you or your staff to review the hearing proceedings and identify rational and/or relevant
information from the testimonies of the hundreds of speakers who were off topic, inaccurate or agenda
driven. As such, the purpose of my letter is to succinctly provide the position of the RFA on the Port
Ambrose application o it is ¢learly known by your administration.

The RFA has a very specific mission statement; to protect the rights of anglers, protect marine
related jobs and to ensure the long term sustainability of our nation’s marine fisheries. With these
tenants as guidance. the RFA has reviewed the draft environmental impact statement and additional
support materials included in the deepwater port application and has determined that the Port Ambrose
deepwater port project, if constructed and operated as permitted and designed, does not pose a
significant threat to recreational fishermen’s rights, to marine related jobs, the marine

RECREATIONAL FISHING ALLIANCE: P.O. Box 3080, NEw GRETNA, NJ 08224
PHONE: (609) 294-3810 Fax: (609} 294-3812
WWW.ICINRFA.ORG
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the federally managed fisheries important to the recreational fishing community in the Mid-Atlantic
are fully rebuilt with some species being assessed at historic high levels of abundance. Ilowever, one
will see a contradiction if one walks the docks at Sheepshead Bay or speaks with a tackle shop owner
in Point Lookout; the recreational fishing industry is struggling and it is not the consequence of low
fish stock sizes or poor water quality issues. The cost of living and maintaining a houschold has
continued to rise in the region which equates to less disposable income to set aside for recreational
fishing. A recent New York Daily News articled cited a report that found New York City to have the
highest cost of living in the country. Projects such as the Port Ambrose project attempt to supplement
natural gas supplies during peak demand periods which equates to lower gas and electric prices for
consumers. As a recreational fishing organization, the easy thing would be for us to simply oppose the
project. Yet., we believe that such a myopic action would do a disservice to our fishing community who
clearly would benefit from lower costs of living resultant of the construction of the Port Ambrose
project.

From an environmental standpoint, the Port Ambrose project will help spur the continued move
toward the use of natural gas over oil and coal for heating, cooling. cooking, transportation and
electrical generation. This move is consistent with federal and New York energy plans which promote
the use of natural gas as an energy source that can produce positive environmental benefits over other
fossil fuel sources. There is a significant amount of analysis confirming that natural gas combusts
cleaner than coal and oil with less sulfur, carbon dioxide and other air pollutants. The U.S.
Lnvironmental Protection Agency (EPA) finds that the average emissions from a natural gas fired
electrical generation station produces half as much carbon dioxide, a third as much nitrogen oxides and

RECREATIONAL FISHING ALLIANCE: P.Q. Box 3080, NEw GRETNA, NJ 08224
PHONE: (609) 294-3810 Fax: (609} 294-3812
WWW.JOINRFA.ORG
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C028 Recreational Fishing Alliance (continued)

RFA does point out that while the proposed location for the Port Ambrose deepwater port is
sited in an area of little importance to commercial or recreational fishermen, the permanent safety
zones around the two offload buoys will result in some loss of access. In addition, the intake of
seawater for offload ballasting will result in some mortality of fish, approximately 22,000 age-1
equivalent fish, primarily species of little or no importance to recreational or commercial fishermen.
Based on this minimal impact, the RI'A encourages you to begin discussions with commercial and
recreational fishermen in the state to determine adequate compensation to be included in a host state
benefit package executed if the project is approved. RFA is more than willing to offer its assistance
for those efforts.

Sincerely,
Jim Donofrio
Lxecutive Director

RECREATIONAL FISHING ALLIANCE: P.O. Box 3080, NEw GRETNA, NJ 08224
PHONE: (609) 294-3810 Fax: (609} 294-3812
WWW.ICINRFA.ORG
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CO29 Surfers’ Environmental Alliance
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Authorized by: Jim Littlefield % LW West Coast Director
MName v SIGNATURE Timie

Address: 410 Seacliff Drive, Aptos, California, 95003

Telephone: Email: scseasurfer@gmail.com

BLEASE SEND A COPY OF THIS SIGNED RESOLUTION TO:

1. The Honorable Chris Christie, Governor of New Jersey, PO Bax 001, State House, Tremton, NJ 0862 5-0001 - FAY 609-292-3454
Or The Honorable Andrew Cuoma, Governor of New Fork, State Capitol, Albariy, NY 12224 -FAX (5181474-3767

2. Clean Ocean Action, 18 Hartsh Drive, Suite 2, Hightards, NP 07732 - FAX-732-872-5041

Updated 12/2014

C029 Surfers’ Environmental Alliance (continued)

C029-1 Thank you for your comment.

C029-2 Thank you for your comment.

C029-3 Thank you for your comment.
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Albany =

THURAERRY KREMER

Washington, D.C. =

Sincerely,

New York City

Long Island

CO30 Empire Government Strategies on behalf of NY Affordable Reliable

Electricity Alliance
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CO30 Empire Government Strategies on behalf of NY Affordable Reliable
Electricity Alliance (continued)

CO030-1 Thank you for your comment.
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from over 44,000 voyages to parts of this country.

Everyone wants more new sources of energy. Solar, wind .energy
conservation, They are the future but they are too far away to give us a steady and
reliable source of energy to power our homes and businesses. Yes, they will come
but that will take time and we don’t have the luxury of time for Long Island and
New York City,

We urge that you take all necessary measures to see that this
project is safe and environmentally secure. But we need new supply and this is the
answer, We strongly support the Port Ambrose project.

Respectfully submitted,
Arthur Jerry Kremer

Chair, NYAREA

CO30 Empire Government Strategies on behalf of NY Affordable Reliable
Electricity Alliance (continued)

C0O30-2 Thank you for your comment.

Q-139

Appendix Q — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



CO31 Citizens for Oceanfront Preservation

CO31-1 Thank you for your comment.
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CO31 Citizens for Oceanfront Preservation (continued)

CO031-2 Thank you for your comment.

CO031-3 Thank you for your comment.
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C032 Megrant Corporation

C032-1 Thank you for your comment.
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CO33 The Jersey Shore Partnership, Inc.

C033-1 Thank you for your comment.

C033-2 Thank you for your comment.

C033-3 Thank you for your comment.
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CO034 Invictus US Corporation

See response to CO2.
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CO35 Kenaris Realty Group, Inc.

CO035-1 Thank you for your comment.
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CO36 Queens Young Professionals

CO036-1 Thank you for your comment.
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CO37 Independent Power Producers of New York, Inc.

CO37-1 Thank you for your comment.

CO037-2 Thank you for your comment.
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CO37 Independent Power Producers of New York, Inc. (continued)
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CO38 ADDAPT

CO038-1 Thank you for your comment.

C038-2 Thank you for your comment.
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CO39 Center for Workplace Solutions

C0O39-1 See response to IND46-1.
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CO40 Long Island Inc.

CO40-1  See response to IND130-1.
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Co41 Long Island Forum for Technology

CO41-1 Seeresponse to IND130-1.
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Co042 Long Island Gasoline Retailers Association, Inc.

CO42-1 Seeresponse to IND130-1.
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CO43 Melville Chamber of Commerce

CO043-1 Thank you for your comment.
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CO44  Association for Mental Health and Wellness

CO44-1 See response to IND130-1.

Q-155 Appendix Q — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



CO45 House of Insurance Agency, Inc.

CO45-1 See response to IND52-1.
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CO046 Suffolk County United Veterans

CO46-1  See response to IND130-1.
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CO47 Two People Arguing

CO47-1  See response to IND130-1.

Please give your sUpport To tne FOrt AMDrose propusal.

Sincerely,

1 8 Pm(]ﬁ
T) Hatter
Executive Preducer

Two People Arguing Podcast
www.TwoPeopleArguing.com
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CO48 Bri Bri Inc.

See response to CO2.
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CO49 Eric’s Italian Bistro

See response to CO2.

electricity.

My position is that Port Ambrose is a safe and environmentally friendly
infrastructure project that has very low environmental impact and void of public
hazards due to its location several miles offshore, Natural gas is a clean burning and
predictable fuel source. The importance in approving a project like Port Ambrose
has never been more evident after this year’s excessively cold and prolonged winter
scason.

Sincerely,

George Echeverria

George Echeverria
President BANGS Inc.
Eric’s Italian Bistro
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CO50 Island Trees Library

CO50-1 See response to CO2.
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CO51 King Umberto

CO51-1 See response to CO2.
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CO52 The Park Grille E Hill

CO52-1 See response to IND130-1.
CO52-2 See CO2-1.

C0O52-3 See CO2-2.
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CO53  Plattduetsche Park Restaurant

See response to CO2.
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CO54 Lido Golf Club

CO54-1  See response to IND130-1.
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CO55  Prince Umbertos’s Restaurant

CO55-1  See response to IND130-1.
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CO56 WATERSPIRIT

CO56-1 Thank you for your comment.
CO056-2 Thank you for your comment.

CO056-3 Thank you for your comment.

CO56-4 Thank you for your comment.
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CO56 WATERSPIRIT (continued)

http:fAarww regulations. gov/idocumentDetail . D=U SCG-2013-0363-1336 22
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CO57 Ray Adell Media Enterprises Inc.

See response to CO2.
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CO58 Coral House on Milburn Lake

See response to CO2.
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CO59 LMN Printing

See response to CO2.
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CO60 Malibu Beach Camp

See response to CO2.
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CO61 Quick Healthy Snack Vending

See response to CO2.

construction related jobs, the spending of over 580 million dollars of goods and
services in our local economy and an annual operating budget of $20 million on
permanent and contract service jobs as well as revenues generated by taxes.
Most importantly is the Project’s ability to introduce competitively priced natural
gas into the system at pericds of peak demand. which drives down and stabilizes
costs which directly affects consumers both in the lowering their costs for natural
gas and electricity.

MNatural gas is a clean burning and predictable fuel source, The impertance in
approving a project like Port Ambrose has never been more evident after this
year's excessively cold and prolonged winter season.

)

('JJ..’R-iCky Lafonte

Since
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CO62 Brian Rosenberg New York

See response to CO2.

region with lower cost fuel, which will help stabilize and reduce energy prices for businesses and residents,
especially during periods of peak demand.

The project will also bring innumerable economic benefits to the region. It's estimated that Port Ambrose will
generate over 800 construction related jobs, $30 million in the purchasing of goods and services that will be
infused into the local economy, an ongoing, permanent operating budget of $20 million a year, as well as
critical tax revenues that will be generated for local municipalities.

Natural gas is clean-burning and safe fuel source.

After last year's excessively cold and prolonged winter heating season, the need for the Port Ambrose Project
has never been more evident.

Very truly yours,

Brian Rosenberg

TH s
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C0O63 CANZ

CO63-1 See CO2-2.
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CO64 LOVE

See response to CO2.

That’s why we are asking you to support the Port Ambrose Project because it will increase gas supply to the region
with lower cost fuel, which will help stabilize and reduce energy prices for businesses and residents, especially
during periods of peak dermand.

The project will also bring innumerable economic benefits to the region. It's estimated that Port Ambrose will
generate over 800 construction related jobs, $90 million in the purchasing of goods and services that will be
infused into the local economy, an ongeing, permanent operating budget of $20 million a year, as well as critical
tax revenues that will be generated for local municipalities.

Natural gas is widely considered to be a clean-burning and safe fuel source. This project - which will be located 20
miles off-shore, well beyond the visible horizon - is devoid of the kinds of environmental impacts we’ve seen in
other proposals.

After last year's excessively cold and prolonged winter heating season, the need for the Port Ambrose Project has
never been more evident.

Wery truly yours,| beyond the visible horizon - is devoid of the kinds of environmental impacts we’ve seen in other
proposals.

After last year's excessively cold and prolonged winter heating season, the need for the Port Ambrose Project has
never been more evident.
Sincerely,

Steve Cetta
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CO65 Malibu Shore Club

See response to CO2.
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CO66 The Sands on Lido Beach

See response to CO2.

Dear Governor Cucma,

Business owners ane the one who creale jobs and take risks. Most of us have
put our lifie savings into our businesses. We need help. Each day, cost of
doing business increases. N seems the burden is always on us, When NY State
dafaults on its Federal Insurance Paymanis. Business cwners pick up the tab.
Even though its at no tault of our own, WE NEED HELP!

Crwening @ restaurant, gas cost play a significant roke in our overhead. We need
increased supplies to bring down cost. Lower cost means we hire moe
employeas

Please suppor the Port Ambrose project which | believe will be a huge haelp for
buginesses

| support this project not only for myself but i will create jobs. Over B00
construction ralated jobs, the spanding of over 580 mikon dollars of goods and
services in our local economy and an annual operating budget of $20 mdlion on

rarmanant and fartcact esnnira whe oe wall ae revanneas nanaratad hue tavas
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Dear Governar Cuomo,

Business cwners are the ong who create jobs and take risks. Most of us have
put cur life savings into cur businesses. We need help. Each day, cost of
doing business increases. I seems the bunden is always on us. When NY Stale
defaults on its Federal Insurance Payments, Business owners pick up the 1ab
Even though iis at no faull of our own. WE NEED HELP]

Craming a restaurant, gas cost play a significant robe in our ovarhaad. We naed
increased supples 1o bring down cost. Lower cost means we hire more
Employees

Please support the Pord Ambrose progect which | believe will be a huge help for
businesses

| suppod this progect nod only for mysedf but it will create jobs, Over 800
construction related jobs, the spending of over $80 million dollars of geods and
SErVices in our local economy and an annual operating budget of $20 million on
permanent and contract service jobs as well as revenues generated by taxes.
Most importantly is the Project's ability to introduce competitively priced natural
gas into the system at periods of peak demand, which drives down and stabilizes
costs which directly affects consumers both in the lowering their costs for natural
gas and electricity.

Natural gas is a clean burning and predictable fuel source. The importance in
approving a project like Port Ambrose has never been more evident after this
year's excessively cold and prolonged winter season.

%ncerely,

\ -y
2 LG

Freddy Cardehas

Management

CO67 Hudsons on the Mile

See response to CO2.
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CO68 Gossip Steakhouse

See response to CO2.
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CO69 Maliblue Oyster Bar

See response to CO2.

Dear Governar Cuomo,

Business owners are the one who create jobs and lake risks. Most of us have
put our life savings into our busingsses, We need help. Each day, cost of
doing business increases. It seems the burden is always on us. When NY State
defaulls on its Federal Insurance Payments. Business owners pick up the tab.
Even though ils at no fault of our own. WE NEED HELP!

Owning a restaurant, gas cost play a significant role in our overhead. We need
increased supplies to bring down cost. Lower cost means we hire more
employees.

Please support the Port Ambrose project which | believe will be a huge help for
businesses.

| support this projeclt not only for myseli | but it will create jobs. Over 800
construction related jobs, the spending of over $90 million dollars of goods and
services in our local economy and an annual operating budget of $20 million on
permanent and contract service jobs as well as revenues generated by taxes,
Maost importantly is the Project’s ability to introduce competitively priced natural
gas into the system at periods of peak demand, which drives down and stabilizes
costs which direclly affects consumers both in the lowering their costs for natural
gas and electricity.

Natural gas is a clean burning and predictable fuel source. The importance in
approving a project like Port Ambrose has never been more evident after this
year's excessively cold and prolonged winter season.

Sinceraly;==

Tarek Mostafa
Management
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CO70 Peter’s Clam Bar

See response to CO2.

Albany, NY 12224

Dear Governor Cuomao,

Business owners are the one who create jobs and take risks. Most of us have
put our {ife savings inte our businesses. We need help. Each day, cost of
doing business increases. It seems the burden is always on us. When NY State
defaulls on its Federal Insurance Payments. Business owners pick up the tab.
Even though its at no fault of our own. WE NEED HELP!

Owning a restaurant, gas cost play a significant rale in our overhead. We need
increased supplies to bring down cost. Lower cost means we hire more
employees.

Please support the Port Ambrose project which | believe will be a huge help for
businesses.

| support this project not only for myself but it wil! create jobs. Over 800
construction refated jobs, the spending of over $90 million dollars of gocds and
services in our local economy and an annual operating budget of $20 million on
permanent and contract service jobs as weli as revenues generated by taxes.
Most importanily is the Project's ability to introduce competitively priced natural
gas into the system at periods of peak demand, which drives down and stabilizes
costs which directly affects consumers both in the lowering their costs for natural
gas and electricity.

Natural gas is a clean burning and predictable fuel source. The importance in
approving a project like Port Ambrose has never been more evident after this
year's excessively cold and prolenged winter season.
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CO71 Belle Harbor Property Owners Association, Inc.

CO71-1 Thank you for your comment.

CO71-2 Seeresponse to IND104-1.
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CO71

Belle Harbor Property Owners Association, Inc. (continued)

CO71-3

CO71-4

CO71-5

CO71-6

CO71-7

See response to IND104-3.

See response to IND104-2.

See response to IND110-1.

See response to SA4-1 for a discussion of safety.

Sections 2.1.4 and 4.10.3 provide additional discussion of operational
activity at the proposed Port. The proposed Project would receive up to
45 LNGRVs per year. The duration to unload a single LNGRYV is
anticipated to range between 5 and 16 days, depending on the natural
gas sendout rate, weather conditions, and other variables. Unloading
corresponds to an annual average sendout rate of 400 MMscf/day,
averaged over 365 operating days, or 8,760 operating hours, per year.
Prior to LNGRYV arrival at the proposed Port facilities, the support
vessel would inspect the STL Buoy messenger line and marker buoys.
In addition to these inspections and normal Port facilities’ security
functions, the support vessel would perform weekly inspections of the
surface components. These inspections would take place during the
transportation of personnel/supplies to the LNGRVs at the proposed
Port facilities or while attending to specific needs of the proposed Port
facilities. It has been assumed that each LNGRV will have 2 hours of
operation per arrival within the safety zone prior to regasification and
one hour per departure within the safety zone after regasification. This
equates to 135 hours per year of no-sendout LNGRYV operation within
the safety zone based on 45 LNGRYV visits to the Port.
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CO72 Long Island Association, Inc.

CO72-1 See CO2-1.
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CO73 A Chilelli Landscaping Design

See response to CO2.
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CO74 Avalon Parties

See response to CO2.
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CO75 Charlie’s Towing

CO75-1 Seeresponse to IND130-1.

CO75-2 See CO2-1.

CO75-3 See CO2-2.
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CO76 Ciao Baby

CO76-1 See response to IND130-1.
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CO77 Fishermen’s Dock Cooperative, Inc.

CO77-1 Thank you for your comment.
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CO77 Fishermen’s Dock Cooperative, Inc. (continued)

CO77-2 Thank you for your comment.

CO77-3 Thank you for your comment.

Co77-1
(con’t)

CO77-4 Thank you for your comment.

CO77-5 Thank you for your comment.
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CO77 Fishermen’s Dock Cooperative, Inc. (continued)

CO77-6 An evaluation of public safety and property is provided in Section 5.3.3
of the final EIS, with a specific discussion of Port security provided in
Section 5.3.3.3 of the final EIS. An evaluation of the safety of the
Mainline and pipeline laterals is provided in Section 5.6 of the final EIS.

CO77-7 Thank you for your comment.

CO77-8 Thank you for your comment.

CO77-9 Thank you for your comment.

CO77-10 Thank you for your comment.

CO77-11 Thank you for your comment.
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CO78 Central Long Island Surfrider Foundation

CO78-1 Thank you for your comment.
CO78-2 Thank you for your comment.

CO78-3 Thank you for your comment.
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CO79 The Holley Group, Inc.

CO79-1 See response to IND211-1.

CO79-2 Thank you for your comment.
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CO80 Island Public Affairs

CO80-1  See response to IND211-1.
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Co81 Spear Power Systems

Co81-1 Thank you for your comment.
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C0O82 AAY Associates, Inc.

C082-1 Thank you for your comment.
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C0O83 AAY Associates, Inc.
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C0O84 ADC Builders

See response to CO82.
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C085  Jeffrey Osip, Aflac

See response to CO82.
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C0O86 B&B Coverage

See response to CO82.
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C0O87 BBDM Consulting

See response to CO82.
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CO088 Belanger Associates

See response to CO82.
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C0O89 Bourbon Street

C089-1 Thank you for your comment.
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C0O90 BYB Elite Consulting

See response to CO82.
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C0O91 Deltamine Inc.

See response to CO82.
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C092 Future Planning Realty

See response to CO89.
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C093 Tangletech, Inc.

See response to CO82.
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C094 T.F. O’Brien & Co. Cooling and Heating

See response to CO82.
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CO95 The Rockaway Republicans

C0O95-1 See response to IND211-1.

C095-2 Thank you for your comment.

C095-3 Thank you for your comment.
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C095 The Rockaway Republicans (continued)

C095-4 Thank you for your comment.

C095-5 Thank you for your comment.
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C09% TMBA

See response to CO82.
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CO97  South Shore Audubon Society

CO97-1 See response to IND93-3.

C097-2 Thank you for your comment.

Q-213 Appendix Q — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



CO97  South Shore Audubon Society (continued)
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C098 League of Women Voters of Monmouth County

C098-1 Thank you for your comment.

C098-2 See CO22-1 for a discussion of MARAD's determination of financial
responsibility.
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C098 League of Women Voters of Monmouth County (continued)

C098-3  See response to IND24-4.

C098-4 See response to comment FA6-8 for a discussion of potential impacts
due to the implementation of navigational safety measures that would
limit certain uses within the Safety Zone, no anchoring area, and areas to
be avoided.

C098-5 The draft DWP operations manual, that was submitted, as part of the
Port Ambrose license application, is not publicly releasable because it
includes proprietary and highly sensitive information (i.e., Sensitive
Security Information protected in accordance 49 CFR Part 1520).

If MARAD approves the Port Ambrose project and issues a license, the
Applicant will be required to prepare a comprehensive operations
manual (refer to 33 CFR 150.15 for required elements of the plan),
subject to USCG review and approval before the port would be being
authorized to commence operations. Sub-Section 5.3 also addresses
port-specific issues to minimize risks and to protect life and property.

C098-6 See response to CO132-13 for a discussion of the mandated review of
deepwater natural gas export ports.
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C098 League of Women Voters of Monmouth County (continued)
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C099 The League of Women Voters of New Jersey

C0O99-1 See CO22-1.

C099-2 See CO22-2.
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C099 The League of Women Voters of New Jersey (continued)

C099-3 See CO22-3.
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CO100 Apple Tree Landscaping

CO100-1 See response to IND211-1. See CO2-2.

CO100-2 See CO2-1.
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CO101 Area Real Estate Associates, Inc.

CO101-1 Seeresponse to IND211-1.
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C0O102 Argyle Grill & Tavern

C0102-1 See CO89-1.

C0O102-2 See CO2-1.
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C0O103 MLJB Pizza of Bohemia, Inc.

CO103-1 See CO2-1.

C0O103-2 See CO2-2.
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CO0104 Barrique Kitchen & Wine Bar

See CO2
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C0O105 Clean Air Council

See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and peak demand.

Q-225 Appendix Q — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



CO105 Clean Air Council (continued)

CO105-1 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and peak
demand.
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CO105 Clean Air Council (continued)

C0105-1
(con’t)

CO105-2 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and peak
demand.

C0105-2
(con’t)
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CO105 Clean Air Council (continued)

C0105-2
(con’t)

C0105-2
(con’t)
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CO105 Clean Air Council (continued)

C0105-2
(con’t)
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CO105 Clean Air Council (continued)

CO0105-3 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and peak
demand.
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C0O106 Camelot Studios

CO106-1 See CO35-1.

CO106-2 See CO2-2.
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C0O107 Da Vinci Gourmet Market

CO107-1 See CO35-1.
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CO108 Sal DeVito Creative Landscaping

CO108-1 See CO35-1.
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C109 Dreamworld Shops, Inc. dba Paradise Furniture

CO109-1 See CO35-1.

C0O109-2 See CO2-2.
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CO110 Frankly Thai

CO110-1 See CO35-1.

CO110-2 See CO2-2.
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CO111 Freeport Inn & Marina

CO111-1 See CO35-1.

CO111-2 See CO2-2.
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CO112 HART Agency

See CO2-2.
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CO113 Debbie Hart Celebrations

CO113-1 See response to IND89-1.
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CO114 K. Pacho

See CO2

Q-239 Appendix Q — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



CO115 Lisa’s Deli and Catering

CO115-1 See CO35-1.
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CO116 Richie Hart Events

CO116-1 See CO35-1.
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CO117 Southside Automotive

CO117-1 See CO35-1.
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CO118 T&F Pork Store & ltalian Delicatessen

CO118-1 See CO35-1.

CO118-2 See CO2-2.

CO118-3 See CO2-1.
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CO119 Gl Energy

CO119-1 See CO35-1.

CO119-2 See CO2-2.

CO119-3 See CO2-1.
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CO120 New York State Laborers’ Political Action Committee

C0O120-1 See CO2-2.

C0120-2 See CO2-1.
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CO120 New York State Laborers’ Political Action Committee (continued)
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CO121 Association of Marine Industries

CO121-1 See CO35-1.

CO121-2 See CO2-2.

CO121-3 See CO2-1.

Q-247 Appendix Q — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



CO122 Long Island Contractors’ Association

See CO2
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CO123 Stafford Associates

See response to CO2.
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C0O124 Holland and Knight
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C0O124 Holland and Knight (continued)

C0124-1

C0O124-2

C0O124-3

CO124-4

C0O124-5

C0O124-6

CO124-7

CO124-8

C0124-9

Distance measurements were confirmed throughout the final EIS.

The third paragraph in Section 3.3.2.2 of Topic Report 3."Discharges
may occur during specific unique events, such as the commissioning of
the Port and/or during the commissioning of a new LNGRYV at the Port.
For the purpose of this evaluation (to identify potential water quality
impacts), it is assumed that commissioning of the Port will be performed
simultaneously with the commissioning of a new LNGRV."

Project schedule has been updated throughout the final EIS to reflect the
schedule received from Liberty on August 14, 2015.

Station D and NOAA NDBC Buoy No. 44025 have been added to
Figure 3.1-1 as recommended.

Thank you for your comment. Recommended edits have been made to
Section 3.3.

In order to achieve the 7 foot depth to the top of the pipe the trench
needs to be excavated to 10 feet. The final plan which meets the current
USACE requirements has been updated in the final EIS.

Sentence was clarified to indicate that this process will happen at a
foreign port.

Text has been revised to clarify that this is in reference to the support
vessel.

1. Thank you for your comment.
2. Text on modification measures has been edited in Sections 4.1.4 and
4.2.8.

3. Sediment chemistry has been included in Section 3.5.6. The sample
results indicate no significant contamination and therefore there appears
to be no reason to include additional sediment sampling in Section 4.1.4.

C0124-10 Thank you for your comment. Recommended edits have been made to

Section 4.3.3.3.

C0O124-11 The suggested text corrections have been made.
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CO124 Holland and Knight (continued)

CO124-12 The references have been corrected.

C0O124-13 The distance figures have been corrected.
C0O124-14 To clarify, the text has been changed as follows:

pg. 6-10: Sources of underwater construction noise associated with the
proposed Project include anchor pile installation (suction anchors are
proposed; however, impact pile driving would be used in the unlikely
case that geotechnical conditions preclude use of suction anchors; see
section 2.1.6.2), proposed Mainline and pipeline lateral installation,
and construction vessel transit.

pg. 6-11: Sources of underwater construction noise associated with the
proposed Project include anchor pile installation, proposed Mainline
and pipeline lateral installation, and support vessels.
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C0O125 Clean Ocean Action
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CO125 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

C0O125-1 Thank you for your comment.

C0125-2 Thank you for your comment.
C0125-3 Thank you for your comment.

CO0125-4 Thank you for your comment.

Appendix Q — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses Q-254



C126 Clean Ocean Action
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C126 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

C0126-1 Thank you for your comment.
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C0O127 Clean Ocean Action
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CO127 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

C0O127-1 See CO126-1.
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CO128 Friends of the Earth
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CO128 Friends of the Earth (continued)

C0O128-1 Thank you for your comment.
C0128-2 Thank you for your comment.
C0128-3 Thank you for your comment.
C0128-4 Thank you for your comment.

C0128-5 Thank you for your comment.
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CO129 Citizens Campaign for the Environment
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CO129 Citizens Campaign for the Environment (continued)

C0129-1 Thank you for your comment.

C0O129-2 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and peak
demand.

C0129-3 Thank you for your comment.
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CO129 Citizens Campaign for the Environment (continued)

C0O129-4 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and peak
demand.
As stated in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, the increased natural gas supply
in New England for the winter of 2014-2015, including LNG imports
form the Northeast Gateway Deepwater Port, off the coast of Boston,
Massachusetts, contributed to reduced average wholesale energy prices
from an average of $138 per megawatt hour in the winter of 2013-2014,
to an average of $77 per megawatt hour in the winter of 2014-2015 (1SO
New England 2015). Increased fuel supply during the winter peak
demand directly contributed to the lower price levels in 2014-2015 (1SO
New England 2015).

C0129-5 Thank you for your comment.

C0129-6 Utilizing Best Available Practices (BAT) and operational controls,
impacts from proposed Port operations to ichthyoplankton would be
minor as documented in Appendix K. As analyzed and reported in
Appendix K, the location and operation of the proposed Port are
designed to minimize impacts to the aquatic environment. Impacts from
impingement and entrainment impacts expected to be minor, as intake
velocities will be less than 0.5 foot per second during construction,
operation, and decommissioning. Entrainment impacts from proposed
Project are expected to be minor due to its location in a low
productivity, off-shore area and its relatively limited water withdrawals.
As discussed in Section 4.2.3, the total loss of ichthyoplankton
throughout the life of the proposed Project (construction, operation, and
decommissioning) equates to 3,270 pounds of fishery yield, valued at
$2,262; far less than 1 percent of annual commercial and recreational
harvest.

C0129-7 Thank you for your comment. Appropriate subsections of section 4.2
have been updated.
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CO129 Citizens Campaign for the Environment (continued)

C0129-8 Thank you for your comment. Known migratory habits and seasonal
occurrence of the noted species are included in the analysis and can be
found in sections 3.3 and 4.3. Additional information has been added to
augment these discussions.

C0O129-9 See response to comment FA6-8 for a discussion of potential impacts
due to the implementation of navigational safety measures that would
limit certain uses within the Safety Zone, no anchoring area, and areas to
be avoided.
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C0O130 Food & Water Watch

See CO128
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CO130 Food & Water Watch (continued)
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CO131 Food & Water Watch
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CO131 Food & Water Watch (continued)

CO131-1 See response to SA4-1 for a discussion of safety.

CO0131-2 Thank you for your comment.
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C0O132 New York Whale and Dolphin Action League

C0132-1 Impacts of construction, operation and decommissioning of the
proposed Project on ocean use and recreation are addressed in Sections
4.7.2 and 4.7.5 of the final EIS.

Impacts of construction, operation and decommissioning of the
proposed Project on socioeconomic factors such as employment are
addressed in Section 4.8.3 of the final EIS.

Liberty's application is only for the construction and operation of a
deepwater port that could only be used as a natural gas import facility.
The considerable technical, operational, and environmental differences
between import and export operations for natural gas deepwater ports is
such that any licensed deepwater port facility that proposed to convert
from import to export operations would be required to submit a new
license application (including application fee) and conform to all
licensing requirements and regulations in effect at such time of
application. In addition to payment of the application fee, licensing
requirements include, but are not limited to, completion of an extensive
environmental impact assessment and financial resources review which
would include public participation.

Applications for construction and operation of offshore deepwater port
facilities for the export of oil and natural gas from the U.S. to foreign
markets abroad would be processed according to MARAD's final policy
as described in a natification in the Federal Register (80 FR 26321) on
May 7, 2015.
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C0O132 New York Whale and Dolphin Action League (continued)

CO0132-2 Thank you for your comment.
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C0O132 New York Whale and Dolphin Action League (continued)

CO0132-3 Thank you for your comment. The proposed Project has been sited to
avoid impacts to critical habitat. The total acreage of disturbance is
inconsequential when compared to the habitat generally available in the
New York Bight. The isolated areas of impact would not result in
population-level effects to the benthic community or the dependent fish
species of the New York Bight. In addition, as discussed in section
4.1.3, pollution controls would be in place to prevent associated
impacts.
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C0O132 New York Whale and Dolphin Action League (continued)

C0132-4

C0132-5

Sediment data collected by Liberty and reported in the United States
Army Corps of Engineers New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation Section 10/Section 404 Joint Permit
Application. The data reported in the document indicates that the
chemical constituents tested for are within Sediment Quality Guidelines
derived from EPA and NYSDEC. The section of the permit application
is discussed in Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS.

Sediment data collected by Liberty and reported in the United States
Army Corps of Engineers New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation Section 10/Section 404 Joint Permit
Application. The data reported in the document indicates that the
chemical constituents tested for are within Sediment Quality Guidelines
derived from EPA and NYSDEC. The section of the permit application
is discussed in Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS.
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C0O132 New York Whale and Dolphin Action League (continued)

C0132-6 Thirteen samples of sediment collected by Liberty and reported in the
United States Army Corps of Engineers New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation Section 10/Section 404 Joint Permit
Application. The data reported in the document indicates that the
chemical constituents tested for are within Sediment Quality Guidelines
derived from EPA and NYSDEC. The section of the permit application
is discussed in Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS. Construction and operation
vessels would comply with all USGG and MARPOL requirements to
minimize impacts to water quality. Potential oil spills are discussed and
analyzed in Section 4.1.3.1 and were found to have minimal impact at
the Port location.

C0132-7 Thank you for your comment.
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C0O132 New York Whale and Dolphin Action League (continued)

C0O132-8 Construction and operation vessels would comply with all USGG and
MARPOL requirements to minimize impacts to water quality. Potential
oil spills are discussed and analyzed in Section 4.1.3.1 and were found
to have minimal impact at the Port location. This analysis includes
modeling of an unlikely oil spill of 2,500 barrels of diesel oil using the
NOAA ADIOS model. The model indicated at this location the spill
would be dissipated within 11 hours. Section 4.1.3.2 discusses the
unlikely accidental release of LNG, which would have a short term
impact on the nearby vertical water column, but would quickly be
dissipate.
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C0O132 New York Whale and Dolphin Action League (continued)

CO0132-9 Thank you for your comment.
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C0O132 New York Whale and Dolphin Action League (continued)

C0132-10 Thank you for your comment.

CO132-11 Thank you for your comment.

CO132-12 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and peak
demand.
Liberty's application is only for the construction and operation of a
deepwater port that could only be used as a natural gas import facility.
The considerable technical, operational, and environmental differences
between import and export operations for natural gas deepwater ports
is such that any licensed deepwater port facility that proposed to
convert from import to export operations would be required to submit
a new license application (including application fee) and conform to
all licensing requirements and regulations in effect at such time of
application. In addition to payment of the application fee, licensing
requirements include, but are not limited to, completion of an
extensive environmental impact assessment and financial resources
review which would include public participation.
Applications for construction and operation of offshore deepwater port
facilities for the export of oil and natural gas from the U.S. to foreign
markets abroad would be processed according to MARAD's final
policy as described in a notification in the Federal Register (80 FR
26321) on May 7, 2015.
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C0O132 New York Whale and Dolphin Action League (continued)

CO132-13 Liberty's application is only for the construction and operation of a
deepwater port that could only be used as a natural gas import facility.
The considerable technical, operational, and environmental differences
between import and export operations for natural gas deepwater ports
is such that any licensed deepwater port facility that proposed to
convert from import to export operations would be required to submit
a new license application (including application fee) and conform to
all licensing requirements and regulations in effect at such time of
application. In addition to payment of the application fee, licensing
requirements include, but are not limited to, completion of an
extensive environmental impact assessment and financial resources
review which would include public participation.

Applications for construction and operation of offshore deepwater port
facilities for the export of oil and natural gas from the U.S. to foreign
markets abroad would be processed according to MARAD's final
policy as described in a notification in the Federal Register (80 FR
26321) on May 7, 2015.
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C0O132 New York Whale and Dolphin Action League (continued)

C0132-14 A subset of accidental and intentional scenarios was analyzed in the
IRA to identify the results of the potential worst-case credible
scenarios. The HAZID identified 12 potential accidental release
scenarios that have the potential to result in a release of LNG. These
accidental scenarios included severe weather as Scenario 5, as
described in Section 5.4.3.1 of the final EIS and Appendix O.

As discussed in Section 5.5.3.3 of the final EIS, the LNGRVs would
monitor current and forecasted weather conditions through regular
monitoring of the vessel's equipment (such as radar, barometer,
anemometer, and visual observation from the bridge) as well as
monitoring National Weather Service internet and VHF voice
broadcasts of current and forecasted marine conditions, Dial-A-Buoy
service from Station 44065-Entrance to NY Harbor, real-time weather
radar satellite imagery via internet, and mass media weather
broadcasts available by satellite on the vessel's TV system. At the first
sign of significant weather, the Port Manager and LNGRV Master
would determine the Master's needs and plans for storm evasion, such
that any order to evacuate would be done in a manner timely enough
to allow safe weather evasion.

Due to the relatively predictable weather around the proposed Port
facilities, combined with the robust ship and equipment design,
procedures to predict adverse weather conditions, and the ability to
disconnect from the buoy should severe weather develop suddenly
during transfer operations, significant damage to an LNGRYV or the
deepwater port due to severe weather is considered unlikely.

C0132-15 Thank you for your comment.
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C0O132 New York Whale and Dolphin Action League (continued)

C0132-16 Thank you for your comment.
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CO133 Natural Resources Defense Council, Riverkeeper and Sierra Club
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CO133 Natural Resources Defense Council, Riverkeeper and Sierra Club (cont’d)

C0O133-1 The environmental effects of construction and operation of the NYPA
offshore wind energy project would be considered cumulative with the
Port Ambrose project if it is built and operated. However, we do not
believe at this time that this project is reasonably foreseeable so it was
excluded from a full review in the Port Ambrose cumulative impacts
analysis.

See final EIS Sections 2.2.3.1, 3.7.1.9, and 6.1.1.6.

CO0133-2 Asdiscussed in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, the Deepwater Port Act of
1974, as amended, requires the Secretary of Transportation to approve
or deny a deepwater port license application. The Congressional intent is
codified in nine requirements set forth in 33 U.S.C. 1503 (c), including a
requirement that "construction and operation of the deepwater port will
be in the national interest and consistent with national security and other
national policy goals and objectives, including energy sufficiency and
environmental quality".
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CO133 Natural Resources Defense Council, Riverkeeper and Sierra Club (cont’d)

C0133-3 Thank you for your comment.
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CO133 Natural Resources Defense Council, Riverkeeper and Sierra Club (cont’d)
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CO133 Natural Resources Defense Council, Riverkeeper and Sierra Club (cont’d)

C0133-4 The environmental effects of construction and operation of the NYPA
offshore wind energy project would be considered cumulative with the
Port Ambrose project if it is built and operated. However, we do not
believe at this time that this project is reasonably foreseeable so it was
excluded from a full review in the Port Ambrose cumulative impacts
analysis.

See final EIS Sections 2.2.3.1, 3.7.1.9, and 6.1.1.6.

CO0133-5 The environmental effects of construction and operation of the NYPA
offshore wind energy project would be considered cumulative with the
Port Ambrose project if it is built and operated. However, we do not
believe at this time that this project is reasonably foreseeable so it was
excluded from a full review in the Port Ambrose cumulative impacts
analysis.

See final EIS Sections 2.2.3.1, 3.7.1.9, and 6.1.1.6.
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CO133 Natural Resources Defense Council, Riverkeeper and Sierra Club (cont’d)
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CO133 Natural Resources Defense Council, Riverkeeper and Sierra Club (cont’d)

C0133-6 Thank you for your comment. Information included in section 1.1
included information and conclusions for natural gas demand as
reported in the 2014 Draft New York State Energy Plan. It has been
noted that the citation for NYSEP 2014 was omitted from section 11.0
References. This has now been corrected. Please also see response to
comment FA6-2.
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CO133 Natural Resources Defense Council, Riverkeeper and Sierra Club (cont’d)

CO133-7 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and peak
demand.
See response to CO132-13 for a discussion of the mandated review of
deepwater natural gas export ports.
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CO133 Natural Resources Defense Council, Riverkeeper and Sierra Club (cont’d)

C0O133-8 Port Ambrose will interconnect with the existing Transco Lower New
York Bay lateral in order to deliver natural gas into the Transco system
that serves the downstate New York market. The point of
interconnection on the Transco lateral is merely the point of entry into
the Transco system. The purpose of Port Ambrose is not to alleviate
capacity constraints in a single pipeline, but to, among other things,
allow competitively priced natural gas to be bid into the Transco system
to help provide incremental supply relief and reduce constraints in the
delivery system further downstream.

See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and peak
demand.
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CO133 Natural Resources Defense Council, Riverkeeper and Sierra Club (cont’d)

CO133-9 See response to CO22-1 for a discussion of the financial review
completed by MARAD as part of the deepwater port licensing
application review process.
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CO133 Natural Resources Defense Council, Riverkeeper and Sierra Club (cont’d)

CO133-10 Thank you for your comment. Sections 1.1 and 2.2.3.1 have been
updated to provide clarification for the Purpose and Need. Please also
see response to comment FAG6-2.
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CO133 Natural Resources Defense Council, Riverkeeper and Sierra Club (cont’d)

CO133-11 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and peak
demand.

CO133-12 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and peak
demand.

Q-291 Appendix Q — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



CO133 Natural Resources Defense Council, Riverkeeper and Sierra Club (cont’d)

CO133-13 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and peak
demand.

CO133-14 Please refer to Section 4.2.8, Table 4.2-5, as well as Section 4.3.7.
Marine Mammal and Sea Turtle Vessel Strike Avoidance Plan
(Appendix L) has been prepared to decrease collision risk. VVessels
would adhere to all appropriate speed restrictions, on site and in
transit, and would always remain in navigation channels. Compliance
with this plan would ensure the greatest reduction in collision risk. In
addition to the slower speeds used upon approach to the proposed Port,
vessels 65 feet or longer would also adhere to any speed restrictions
in-place. For example, from 1 November to 30 April, vessels 65 feet
or longer within the SMA and within 20 nautical miles of major ports
must maintain speeds below 10 knots.
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CO133 Natural Resources Defense Council, Riverkeeper and Sierra Club (cont’d)

C0O133-15

C0O133-16

Section 3.5.2 discusses the geologic stratigraphic sequences of the
New York Bight. The USGS and the data collected for this project
indicate a high degree of grain size variability over short distances.
Based on sediment samples the immediate surface was coarser
(medium) grained, immediately below the surface which in some cases
was up to 70 percent silt and clay. This material if placed on a beach
or other high energy near shore environment would cause long term
turbidity issues and impact near shore biology. Section 3.5.5 discusses
the five burrow areas currently permitted in the Bight.

See response to comment FA6-8 for a discussion of potential impacts

due to the implementation of navigational safety measures that would

limit certain uses within the Safety Zone, no anchoring area, and areas
to be avoided.
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CO133 Natural Resources Defense Council, Riverkeeper and Sierra Club (cont’d)

CO133-17 The USCG has developed regulations to aid in controlling the
introduction and spread of invasive species in waters of the United
States (33 CFR 151.2050). These regulations include mandatory
requirements such as to rinse anchors and anchor chains during
retrieval to remove organisms and sediments at their place of origin
and to remove fouling organisms that may be affixed to ship hulls,
piping, and tanks. The removal of organisms will be conducted on a
regular basis and the disposal of any removed substances will be in
accordance with local, state, and federal regulations. In addition
vessels are required to maintain a ballast water management plan
which includes detailed fouling maintenance removal procedures.
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CO133 Natural Resources Defense Council, Riverkeeper and Sierra Club (cont’d)
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-1 Please refer to response to comment SP80-3 and IND480-2. In
addition, sections 2.1.4 and 4.10.3 provide additional discussion
of operational activity at the proposed Port. The proposed
Project would receive up to 45 LNGRVs per year. The duration
to unload a single LNGRYV is anticipated to range between 5 and
16 days, depending on the natural gas sendout rate, weather
conditions, and other variables. Unloading corresponds to an
annual average sendout rate of 400 MMscf/day, averaged over
365 operating days, or 8,760 operating hours, per year. Prior to
LNGRYV arrival at the proposed Port facilities, the support vessel
would inspect the STL Buoy messenger line and marker buoys.
In addition to these inspections and normal Port facilities’
security functions, the support vessel would perform weekly
inspections of the surface components. These inspections would
take place during the transportation of personnel/supplies to the
LNGRVs at the proposed Port facilities or while attending to
specific needs of the proposed Port facilities. It has been assumed
that each LNGRV will have 2 hours of operation per arrival
within the safety zone prior to regasification and one hour per
departure within the safety zone after regasification. This equates
to 135 hours per year of no-sendout LNGRV operation within the
safety zone based on 45 LNGRYV visits to the Port.

C0O134-2 Thank you for your comment.

C0134-3 Thank you for your comment.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-4 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and
peak demand.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-5 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and
peak demand.

CO134-6 See CO133-8.

CO134-7 See CO133-6.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-8 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and
peak demand.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-9 The ICF report refers to price fluctuations during peak demand
where periods of extreme temperatures have the potential to
burden existing natural gas delivery systems. The winter of 2013-
14 demonstrated that there were significant constraints in the
natural gas supply system created by a combination of increased
demand from residential, commercial and industrial conversions;
cold weather affecting traditional demand; and new natural-gas
fired power generation. Please refer to response to comment
FAG-2.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-10 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need,
and peak demand.
As stated in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, the increased natural
gas supply in New England for the winter of 2014-2015,
including LNG imports form the Northeast Gateway
Deepwater Port, off the coast of Boston, Massachusetts,
contributed to reduced average wholesale energy prices from
an average of $138 per megawatt hour in the winter of 2013-
2014, to an average of $77 per megawatt hour in the winter of
2014-2015 (ISO New England 2015). Increased fuel supply
during the winter peak demand directly contributed to the
lower price levels in 2014-2015 (ISO New England 2015).
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-11 The noted references are incorrect and should point to EIA
2014. Edits have been made to section 1.1.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

C0O134-12 Thank you for your comment. Edits have been made to Section
1.1

CO134-13 The noted references are incorrect and should point to EIA
2014. Edits have been made to Section 1.1.

CO134-14 Please see response to comment FA6-2.

CO134-15 The noted reference was incorrect and should point to PlaNYC
2011. Edits have been made to section 1.1.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-16 This is part of the Port Ambrose Application (Vol IVb) which
is filed electronically on regulations.gov.

CO134-17 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need,
and peak demand.
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C0O134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-18 Section 2.2.1.1 has been deleted as onshore LNG facilities are
not considered an alternative to the proposed Project. Section
2.2.2, No Action Alternative, has been revised to include
discussion of onshore facilities.
The Coast Guard believes the analysis of an onshore LNG facility as an
Alternative is outside the scope of this NEPA analysis.

CO134-19 The environmental effects of construction and operation of the
NYPA offshore wind energy project would be considered
cumulative with the Port Ambrose project if it is built and
operated. However, we do not believe at this time that this
project is reasonably foreseeable so it was excluded from a full
review in the Port Ambrose cumulative impacts analysis.

See final EIS Sections 2.2.3.1, 3.7.1.9, and 6.1.1.6.

CO134-20 See response to CO134-1.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO0134-21 Thank you for your comment.

Appendix Q — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses Q-310



CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-22 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need,
and peak demand.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

C0O134-23 Thank you for your comment.

C0O134-24 Thank you for your comment.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-25 See response to CO132-13 for a discussion of the mandated
review of deepwater natural gas export ports.

CO134-26 The environmental effects of construction and operation of the
NYPA offshore wind energy project would be considered
cumulative with the Port Ambrose project if it is built and
operated. However, we do not believe at this time that this
project is reasonably foreseeable so it was excluded from a full
review in the Port Ambrose cumulative impacts analysis.

See final EIS Sections 2.2.3.1, 3.7.1.9, and 6.1.1.6.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

C0134-27 Thank you for your comment.

C0O134-28 Thank you for your comment.

C0O134-29 Additional data and analysis has been added to Section 3.8.2 to
address the potential socioeconomic impacts due to staging
activities conducted at one of the three proposed onshore
locations. As stated in Section 3.9, onshore construction-related
activities would be limited to a staging area and would not
affect residential areas as the three proposed locations are all
located in existing industrial use zones.
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C0O134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

C0134-30

C0134-31

CO134-32

Liberty provided highlights of outreach activities to minority
community in the May 2015 Response to Comments (Item 34),
including the following:

- Letter of support from Town Board of Town of Hempstead member
Dorothy Goosby (February 2, 2015). Councilwoman Goosby is the
only minority on the Board representing 800,000 residents. Her
district approaches 100% minority and her letter speaks for people of
limited income.

- Meeting with Gil Bernardino, President of Circulio Hispanidad, the
largest Hispanic services operation on Long Island providing program
assistance to over 18,000 residents (February 9, 2015).

- Letter of support from Henry Holley, President of 100 Black Men
Chapter of Long Island, and a major leader in the minority community
(February 4, 2015); in addition, Liberty met with Mr. Holley on March
24, 2015.

- Letter of support from Norris McDonald, President of the Center for
Environment, Commerce & Energy and the African American
Environmentalist Association (May 27, 2015).

- Meeting with Carrie Solages, Nassau County legislator representing
the 3rd District, a large Hispanic, African American and Central
American community (March 5, 2015).

- Meeting with Duwayne Gregory, Presiding Officer of Suffolk
County Legislature, first minority to ever hold the Presiding Officer
position (March 11, 2015).

Additionally, public open houses were held in conjunction with public
scoping meetings held by MARAD and USCG on July 9 and July 10,
2013 in Long Beach, New York and Edison, New Jersey, respectively.
More recently, public open houses were held on January 7, 2015
(Queens, New York) and on January 8, 2015 (Eatontown, New
Jersey); these open houses were held just prior to the public hearings
on the draft EIS on the same dates and locations.

See response to CO135-4 for a discussion of public review and
outreach.

Environmental justice is addressed in Section 3.9. Additional data has
been added to discuss potential impacts due to the three proposed
locations for the onshore staging yards in Albany County, NY; Union
County, NJ; and, Washington County, RI.

See response to CO134-31.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-33 At the Port, the depth to the ocean bottom is approximately 103

feet. If water is drawn onto the LNG the intake for that water is
approximately 22 to 32 feet below the ocean surface
(depending on load). Based on the vertical separation between
the sea bottom and intake, no sediment disturbance from
potential water intake (which may not be needed) would occur.
Sediment transport modeling described in Section 4.1.3.1 and
Appendix J indicate that disturbance during jet plowing would
be minimal and localized based on sediment characteristics and
the local physical oceanography. The impacts from anchors are
discussed in in Section 4.1.3.2 and Section 4.5.3. These
impacts are similar to what would be seen in storms and
because they are of short duration and limited area. The impact
would be minimal compared to the widespread effects to
physical oceanography seen during a storm.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

C0O134-34

C0O134-35

C0O134-36

The effects to the physical oceanography of the project are
discussed in Section 4.1.2.1. Physical Oceanography refers to
the dynamic characteristics of the ocean in that area,
specifically, bathymetry, tide, current and wind. The relatively
small size of the Project area impacted will have minimal
impact on the overall ocean.

Construction of the proposed Project is anticipated to take
approximately 20 months over two calendar years. Off-site
fabrication and pre-construction activities would commence in
late 2017 and take approximately 9 to 12 months. Off-site
fabrication and pre-construction would occur overseas and
would not be under the jurisdiction of general conformity.
Onshore construction at the local pipe staging and concrete
weight coating facility would begin in early 2018 and take
approximately four months. Installation of the offshore
components would begin in early 2018 and would take
approximately nine months to complete. Construction and
installation of the proposed Project would be completed in late
fourth quarter 2018.

Thank you for your comment.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

C0134-37 The USEPA has previously determined that treated discharges
on a similar project would be small in volume and that the
anticipated treatment of biocides (using hydrogen peroxide)
will not contribute to unreasonable degradation of the ocean
and environment, and that neutralized biocide treated flood
water will display low toxicity (USEPA 2007). Section 4.1.3.1
has been updated to include this clarification.

CO0134-38 The EPA has determined that reducing intake velocities to 0.5
feet per second (FPS) or less provides a rate at which most fish
can swim away and avoid impingement. The 0.5 fps velocity is
based on the analysis of fish burst swim speeds, and is
therefore based on the thousands of intake structures where
such fish and shellfish may be located. Intake velocities of 0.5
FPS or less meet the impingement mortality standard (Vol. 79,
Federal Register, Friday, August 15, 2014, No. 158 pp 48300-
48439). In addition, please see response to comment CO129-7.

C0O134-39 Thank you for your comment.

CO134-40 Section 4.1.3.2 discusses the potential for discharges during the
commission period. Hydrologic modeling indicating minimal
impact from this potential discharge is included and indicates
minimal impact in both magnitude and areal extent. If this
discharge would occur it would be regulated under the Port's
NPDES Permit.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

C0O134-41

C0O134-42

C0O134-43

Section 4.1.3.2 discusses the potential for discharges during the
commission period. Hydrologic modeling indicating minimal
impact from this potential discharge is included and indicates
minimal impact in both magnitude and areal extent. If this
discharge would occur it would be regulated under the Port's
NPDES Permit.

There is no evidence that LNG released to the water column
has toxic effects. However based on the Henry's and Fick's Gas
Laws any gas release would rise rapidly to the surface and be
dissipated to the atmosphere. This is discussed in Section
4.1.3.2. Fuel and other chemicals that would be present on
vessels that would support facility operations are discussed and
analyzed in Section 4.1.3.

The USCG has developed regulations to aid in controlling the
introduction and spread of invasive species in waters of the
U.S. (33 CFR 151.2050). These regulations include mandatory
requirements such as to rinse anchors and anchor chains during
retrieval to remove organisms and sediments at their place of
origin and to remove fouling organisms that may be affixed to
ship hulls, piping, and tanks. The removal of organisms will be
conducted on a regular basis and the disposal of any removed
substances will be in accordance with local, state, and federal
regulations. In addition, vessels are required to maintain a
ballast water management plan which includes detailed fouling
maintenance removal procedures.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-44 The estimated benthic impacts from construction and operation
of Port Ambrose as presented in the final EIS as being 3.2 acres
of permanent seafloor disturbance, is based on Table 1-1 -
Summary of Seabed Impacts, as submitted in Liberty’s
Deepwater Port application (Volume Il Topic Report 1 Project
Description). That table factored in the displacement of all Port
components (PLEM, landing pad, cable/chain assembly, tether,
mooring piles) resting on the seafloor. It also factored in an
assumption that the anchor cable would rise and fall with each
delivery to the Port; however, there would be little “sweep” of
the chain/cable assembly under most sea states. This is owing
to the tautness and weight of the steel chain components
limiting horizontal movement. The flexible riser and umbilicals
are kept off of the seafloor by floats and therefore were not
factored into the area of displacement/disturbance. Please see
Table 2.1-2 of the final EIS.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-45 Thank you for your comment. Impacts to habitat are discussed
in section 4.2.

CO134-46 Thank you for your comment. Please see response to comment
CO0129-7. Appropriate subsections of section 4.2 have been
updated.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-47 Thank you for your comment. Appropriate subsections of
sections 4.2 and 4.3 have been updated.

C0O134-48 Thank you for your comment. Please refer to response to
comment CO129-8.

CO134-49 The proposed Project would be located in federal waters of the
North Atlantic in the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) blocks NK
18-12 6708, NK 18-12 6709, and NK 18-12 6758 lease area,
approximately 16.1 nautical miles off of Jones Beach, New
York and 27.1 nautical miles from the entrance of New York
Harbor. As such, the proposed project would be located outside
of the estuary system, and significant impacts to estuary
resources are not expected.

C0O134-50 Thank you for your comment.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

C0O134-51 Thank you for your comment.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

C0O134-52 Thank you for your comment. Please see response to comment
C0129-7.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

C0134-53 Additional analysis of risk from vessel traffic patterns has been
provided in section 4.2.5 and section 4.3 of the final EIS.

C0O134-54 Thank you for your comment.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-55 Thank you for your comment. Please see response to
comments FA6-21, FA6-22, and CO129-8.

C0O134-56 Thank you for your comment. Please see response to comment
SA6-22.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO0134-57 Thank you for your comment. The recommended edit has been
addressed.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

C0O134-58

C0O134-59

C0134-60

CO134-61

Thank you for your comment. Please see response to
comments FA6-21, FA6-22, and CO129-8.

Thank you for your comment. Text in sections 4.2.5 and 4.3.2
have been edited accordingly.

Thank you for your comment.

Thank you for your comment. Please see response to comment
C0129-7.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-62

C0O134-63

The USCG is currently engaged in informal consultation with
NOAA Fisheries and USFWS regarding the potential impacts,
monitoring plans, and subsequent mitigation of the proposed
action on federally listed threatened and endangered species.
Any consultation would be initiated before the Record of
Decision (ROD) on the proposed Project and within the time
allowed in 33 U.S.C. 1501 et seq. for the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) to notify the Secretary that the
proposed Project would not conform with all applicable
provisions of the CAA, the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act of the MPRSA and 33 U.S.C. 1501 et seq. All
consultation correspondence to date is located in Appendix B
of this final EIS.

The USCG is currently engaged in informal consultation with
NOAA Fisheries and USFWS regarding the potential impacts,
monitoring plans, and subsequent mitigation of the proposed
action on federally listed threatened and endangered species.
Any consultation would be initiated before the Record of
Decision (ROD) on the proposed Project and within the time
allowed in 33 U.S.C. 1501 et seq. for the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) to notify the Secretary that the
proposed Project would not conform with all applicable
provisions of the CAA, the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act of the MPRSA and 33 U.S.C. 1501 et seq. All
consultation correspondence to date is located in Appendix B
of this final EIS.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-64 The USCG is currently engaged in informal consultation with
NOAA Fisheries and USFWS regarding the potential impacts,
monitoring plans, and subsequent mitigation of the proposed
action on federally listed threatened and endangered species.
Any consultation would be initiated before the Record of
Decision (ROD) on the proposed Project and within the time
allowed in 33 U.S.C. 1501 et seq. for the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) to notify the Secretary that the
proposed Project would not conform with all applicable
provisions of the CAA, the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act of the MPRSA and 33 U.S.C. 1501 et seq. All
consultation correspondence to date is located in Appendix B
of this final EIS.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-65 The mainline and ports were sited so as to avoid prime fishing
areas. The loss of benthic habitat for surfclams and quahogs is
now categorized as permanent, instead of long-term. Food
chain and the removal of prey resources has been included.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-66 The conclusion that the New York Blight Fault Zone is not
active was determined by numerous independent geologic
experts as cited in Section 3.5.1.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

C0134-67 Thank you for your comment.

C0O134-68 Thank you for your comment.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-69 See response to comment FA6-8 for a discussion of potential
impacts due to the implementation of navigational safety
measures that would limit certain uses within the Safety Zone,
no anchoring area, and areas to be avoided.

See response to comment CO134-35 for clarification on the
proposed construction timeframe.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-70 Impacts of construction, operation and decommissioning of the
Project on ocean uses including cruises ships and wildlife
viewing businesses are adequately addressed in Section 4.7.2.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-71 See response to SA4-1 for a discussion of safety.

CO134-72 See response to comment FA6-8 for a discussion of potential
impacts due to the implementation of navigational safety
measures that would limit certain uses within the Safety Zone,
no anchoring area, and areas to be avoided.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

C0134-73 Air quality dispersion modeling was conducted to predict
impacts of operational emissions at overwater and shoreline
receptors. The maximum predicted increases in pollutant
concentrations at overwater and shoreline receptors were all
less than the amount of increase allowed by EPA.
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C0134-73
(con’t)
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-74 The comparison of Project emissions to New York personal
vehicle emissions has been removed from Section 4.10.7.2 of
the final EIS.

Regarding cumulative effects of GHG emissions, EPA and
other regulatory agencies have pointed out that climate change
impacts cannot be attributed to any single action, but are the
collective result of actions taken worldwide. The climate
change impacts directly attributable to the Project's additional
GHG emissions cannot be meaningfully quantified. Therefore,
no attempt is made to do so. Section 3.11.4 of the final EIS
instead addresses existing and projected climate change
impacts in the Project area as a result of worldwide cumulative
emissions, without specific reference to the Project's
contribution.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO0134-75 Thank you for your comment. Please see response to
comments FA6-21, FA6-22, and CO129-8.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-76 See response to FA6-23.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

C0O134-77 Thank you for your comment. Noise impacts to marine species
have been addressed in section 4.2 and 4.3. In addition, please
see response to comment FA6-28 and SA6-22.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-78 Regarding fish, the text has been revised to indicate that it is

"possible” (as opposed to “probable™) that fish could leave the
area and to acknowledge the possibility that some individuals
could experience other effects ranging in severity from
behavioral responses (e.g., alarm, startle, avoidance) to
temporary or permanent physiological harm. More severe
impacts are not likely to affect large numbers of fish.
Therefore, as stated in section 4.2.4.1, the EIS concludes that
the impacts of construction noise on fish would be indirect,
short-term, and minor. No change to text.

Regarding sea turtles, the EIS does indicate that noise would
impact sea turtles. As stated in section 4.3.3, noise impacts on
sea turtles would be short-term moderate adverse during
construction, long-term moderate adverse during operations,
and short-term minor adverse during maintenance. No change
to text.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO0134-79 Thank you for your comment.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

C0O134-80 Thank you for your comment.

CO134-81 The sentence that starts "The highest-energy source..." is meant

to distinguish between the sound energy levels associated with
the different types of operational underwater sounds (e.g.,
transit and mooring activities produce higher sound energy
levels than regasification). The sentence is not meant to
indicate that any operational sounds would exceed existing
vessel noise, which they would not.

To clarify, the sentence has been reworded from:

"The highest energy source of underwater sound during the
operation phase would be from vessel transits near the
proposed Port and from mooring activities."

To:

"The LNGRYV and support vessel would produce the highest-
energy underwater sounds when they were transiting near the
proposed Port and during mooring activities; however, the
sound levels associated with these activities would not exceed
existing vessel noise levels."
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C0O134-82

C0O134-83

As described in Section 2.1.5.2, maintenance activities would
be similar to those conducted during construction but reduced
in scope. Therefore, noise impacts during maintenance
activities would not exceed those during construction so were
not modeled separately. No change to EIS.

The USCG is currently engaged in informal consultation with
NOAA Fisheries and USFWS regarding the potential impacts,
monitoring plans, and subsequent mitigation of the proposed
action on federally listed threatened and endangered species.
Any consultation would be initiated before the Record of
Decision (ROD) on the proposed Project and within the time
allowed in 33 U.S.C. 1501 et seq. for the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) to notify the Secretary that the
proposed Project would not conform with all applicable
provisions of the CAA, the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act of the MPRSA and 33 U.S.C. 1501 et seq. All consultation
correspondence to date is located in Appendix B of this final
EIS. In addition, the applicant will be required to coordinate
with, and apply to, NOAA Fisheries for an incidental
harassment authorization, which will further address mitigation
and monitoring required for proposed Project construction and
operation.
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C0O134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-84 See response to SA4-1 for a discussion of safety.
Additionally, potential LNG hazards are identified and
discussed in Section 5.2.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-85 See response to SA4-1 for a discussion of safety.

CO134-86 See response to SA4-1 for a discussion of safety.

CO134-87 See response to SA4-1 for a discussion of safety.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

CO134-88 See response to SA4-1 for a discussion of safety.
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)

C0O134-89 Thank you for your comment.
As discussed in Section 2.1.13, since all of the onshore
construction yard sites are located at existing industrial
facilities, the following environmental resources would not be
impacted: biological, cultural and geological resources;
recreation and aesthetics; transportation; noise; land and ocean
use. Therefore, a cumulative impact analysis for the onshore
construction yard sites is not applicable.

C0134-90 Thank you for your comment.

Appendix Q — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Q-354



CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)
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CO134 Clean Ocean Action (continued)
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CO135 Kelley Drye & Warren LLP

CO135-1 Densities of sea scallops are considered commercially viable at one

scallop per four square meters and/or several hundred scallops collected
during a 15 minute survey tow. Underwater video transects conducted
by Liberty at the proposed Port and along the proposed Mainline
indicate that sea scallop densities are low in the vicinity of the proposed
Port, while this species is virtually non-existent along the proposed
Mainline (see Appendix E). Additional analysis has been included in
section 4.2 of the final EIS. It is the intent of Liberty to propose
compensatory mitigation for impacts to marine fishery resources that
cannot be avoided, including mitigation for commercial and recreational
fisheries that would be impacted by the Safety Zone, NAAs, and the
ATBA. Mitigation would address displaced fishing opportunities by
commercial fishing. The development of this compensatory mitigation
plan will be coordinated with federal and state resource agencies.
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CO135 Kelley Drye & Warren LLP (continued)
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CO135 Kelley Drye & Warren LLP (continued)

CO0135-2 In developing this final EIS, the USCG adhered to the procedural
requirements of NEPA, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regulations for implementing NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations
[CFR] 1500-1508), Department of Homeland Security Management
Directive 23-01, Environmental Planning Program, USCG procedures
for implementing NEPA (COMDTINST M16475.1D, National
Environmental Policy Act Implement Procedures and Policy for
Considering Environmental Impacts), and the USCG’s final rule for
deepwater ports for LNG.

See response to CO135-4 for additional information on public review
and participation in the NEPA process.

C0135-3 Thank you for your comment.
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CO135 Kelley Drye & Warren LLP (continued)
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CO135 Kelley Drye & Warren LLP (continued)

CO135-4 Asdiscussed in Section 1.3 of the final EIS, stakeholders have been

provided with numerous opportunities to participate in the NEPA review
process for this project, including the initial scoping period which began
on June 24, 2013 and included two scoping meetings held in July 2013.
A comment period was also held starting on December 16, 2014, with
two public meetings held in January 2015. Concerned citizens as well as
local, state and federal agencies and organizations provided comments
during these review periods which helped to inform the NEPA review
and decision-making process.

Additionally, Liberty initiated an outreach program with agencies and
organizations, including the fishing community, to describe potential
impacts and to hear concerns from these stakeholders. Liberty is also
required to receive permits and approvals from several state and federal
agencies, as described in Section 1.4 of the final EIS.

Additional information about public outreach and correspondence can
be found in Appendix B (Agency Consultation and Correspondence).
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CO135 Kelley Drye & Warren LLP (continued)

CO135-5 See response to CO135-1. Fishing effort in the multispecies, scallop,
monkfish and surf clam/quahog fisheries, is based on NOAA Fisheries
vessel monitoring system (VMS) data. Impacts on physical
oceanographic conditions (currents, tides and wave patterns) associated
with the presence of these structures would be anticipated to be short-
term and negligible, as the ROI covers a minor area within the context
of the larger New York Bight oceanographic environment.
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CO135 Kelley Drye & Warren LLP (continued)
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CO135 Kelley Drye & Warren LLP (continued)

CO135-6 See response to CO135-1 and CO135-5.
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CO135 Kelley Drye & Warren LLP (continued)

CO135-7 See response to CO135-1 and CO135-5.

CO135-8 See response to CO135-1 and CO135-5.

CO135-9 See response to CO135-1 and CO135-5.
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CO135 Kelley Drye & Warren LLP (continued)

C0O135-10

In general, adult sea scallops are found at depths ranging from 59-361
feet; however, scallops in the Mid-Atlantic Bight occur mostly
between 131-230 feet with highest densities found near Hudson
Canyon and off of Delaware Bay (Hart and Shute 2004). In order to be
commercially viable, an area would require a density of one scallop
per four square meters and/or several hundred scallops collected
during a 15 minute survey tow. Underwater video transects conducted
by Liberty at the proposed Port and along the proposed Mainline
indicate that sea scallop densities are low in the vicinity of the
proposed Port, while this species is virtually non-existent along the
proposed Mainline. Sea scallop density, as report for NOAA Fisheries
scallop survey data, indicate that commercial densities are not found
within the proposed Port or Mainline location and are found to the
south and east (Figure 3.8-1). Within Area 612 (Figure 3.7-2), scallop
catch in Block 44 represents only 0.04 percent of total pounds. While
the scallop catch represents approximately 23.3 percent of total pounds
in Block 45, successful commercial dredging occurs in the southern
portions of the Block, well south of the proposed Port location.
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CO135 Kelley Drye & Warren LLP (continued)

CO135-11 Cumulative impacts are analyzed in section 6 of the final EIS. See
response to CO135-1 and CO135-5.
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CO135 Kelley Drye & Warren LLP (continued)

CO135-12 See response to CO135-1 and CO135-5. In total, the NAA will affect

776 acres (314 hectares) around each Buoy. Using a conservative
estimate that scallops are present in half of the NAA for Buoy 1, this
results in an estimated loss of approximately 388 acres (157 hectares)
in area to commercial scallop fisheries.

As stated in response to CO135-1, it is the intent of Liberty to propose
compensatory mitigation for impacts to marine fishery resources that
cannot be avoided, including mitigation for commercial and
recreational fisheries that would be impacted by the Safety Zone,
NAAs, and the ATBA. Mitigation would address displaced fishing
opportunities by commercial fishing. The development of this
compensatory mitigation plan will be coordinated with federal and
state resource agencies.
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CO135 Kelley Drye & Warren LLP (continued)

CO135-13 See response to CO135-1.
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CO135 Kelley Drye & Warren LLP (continued)

C0O135-14 Thank you for your comment.

C0O135-15 See response to CO135-1 and CO135-12.
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CO135 Kelley Drye & Warren LLP (continued)

CO135-16 See response to CO135-1 and CO135-12.

C0135-17 Thank you for your comment.
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CO136 Boulevard Florist

CO136-1 Thank you for your comment.
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CO137 League of Women Voters of Monmouth County

CO137-1 Socioeconomic impacts are discussed in Section 4.8 of the final EIS.

CO137-2 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and peak
demand.

As stated in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, the increased natural gas supply in New
England for the winter of 2014-2015, including LNG imports form the
Northeast Gateway Deepwater Port, off the coast of Boston,
Massachusetts, contributed to reduced average wholesale energy prices
from an average of $138 per megawatt hour in the winter of 2013-2014,
to an average of $77 per megawatt hour in the winter of 2014-2015 (1SO
New England 2015). Increased fuel supply during the winter peak
demand directly contributed to the lower price levels in 2014-2015 (ISO
New England 2015).

CO137-3 See response to CO98-2.
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CO137 League of Women Voters of Monmouth County (continued)

CO137-4 See response to IND24-4,

CO137-5 An evaluation of public safety and property is provided in Section 5.3.3
of the final EIS, with a specific discussion of Port security provided in
Section 5.3.3.3 of the final EIS. An evaluation of the safety of the
Mainline and pipeline laterals is provided in Section 5.6 of the final EIS.

CO137-6 See response to CO98-5.

CO137-7 See response to CO22-3.
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CO137 League of Women Voters of Monmouth County (continued)
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C0138 Park Slope Food Coop

CO138-1 See response to comment CO134-74.

CO138-2 See response to comment CO129-7. The estimated benthic impacts from

construction and operation of Port Ambrose as presented in the final EIS
as being 3.0 acres of permanent seafloor disturbance, is based on Table
1-1 - Summary of Seabed Impacts, as submitted in Liberty’s Deepwater
Port application (Volume Il Topic Report 1 Project Description). That
table factored in the displacement of all Port components (PLEM,
landing pad, cable/chain assembly, tether, mooring piles) resting on the
seafloor. It also factored in an assumption that the anchor cable would
rise and fall with each delivery to the Port; however, there would be
little “sweep” of the chain/cable assembly under most sea states. This is
owing to the tautness and weight of the steel chain components limiting
horizontal movement. The flexible riser and umbilicals are kept off of
the seafloor by floats and therefore were not factored into the area of
displacement/disturbance.
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C0138 Park Slope Food Coop (continued)

CO0138-3 Thank you for your comment.

CO0138-4 Thank you for your comment.

CO138-5 See response to IND269-1.
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CO139 Catskill Citizens for Safe Energy
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CO139 Catskill Citizens for Safe Energy (continued)

CO139-1 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and peak
demand.
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CO139 Catskill Citizens for Safe Energy (continued)

CO139-2 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and peak
demand.

CO139-3 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and peak
demand.
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CO139 Catskill Citizens for Safe Energy (continued)

C0O139-4 See response to FA4-2 for a discussion of purpose and need, and peak
demand.
As stated in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, the increased natural gas supply
in New England for the winter of 2014-2015, including LNG imports
form the Northeast Gateway Deepwater Port, off the coast of Boston,
Massachusetts, contributed to reduced average wholesale energy prices
from an average of $138 per megawatt hour in the winter of 2013-2014,
to an average of $77 per megawatt hour in the winter of 2014-2015 (1SO
New England 2015). Increased fuel supply during the winter peak
demand directly contributed to the lower price levels in 2014-2015 (ISO
New England 2015).

CO139-5 See response to SA4-1 for a discussion of safety.
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CO139 Catskill Citizens for Safe Energy (continued)

CO139-6 See response to SA4-1 for a discussion of safety.

CO139-7 See response to IND269-1.
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CO139 Catskill Citizens for Safe Energy (continued)
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