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Introduction

In accordance with the Deepwater Port Act of 1974, as amended (the Act, 33 U.S. Code [U.5.C.] 1501 et seq.), the
Mational Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (Section 102{2)(c)), as implemented by the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), and other applicable
regulations, the USCG and the Maritime Administration intend to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
to assist in evaluating the license application submitted by Atlantic Sea Island Group, L.L.C. for the proposed Safe
Harbor Energy deepwater port. NEPA requires Federal agencies to consider environmental impacts that may
result from a proposed action, to inform the public of potential impacts and alternatives, and to facilitate public
involvement. The EIS will describe in detail the nature and extent of the environmental impacts of the Proposed
Action and alternatives and discuss appropriate mitigation measures for any adverse impacts. The EIS will include,
among other matters, discussions of the purpose and need for the Proposed Action, a description of alternatives, a
description of the affected environment, and an evaluation of the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and
alternatives. The EIS will be prepared with the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
{NYSDEC) as a cooperating agency in the environmental review with the Coast Guard. In addition, the USCG and
the Maritime Administration will be working with appropriate state agency representatives from New Jersey to
ensure that potential impacts and concerns of New Jersey are addressed.

Project Description of the Proposed Action

The LNG facilities would be constructed on an artificial, purpose built island, designed specifically for the import,
storage, regasification, and distribution of natural gas. This island would be constructed on site in the Federal
waters 13.5 miles south of Long Beach, New York and 25 miles east of Sandy Hook, New Jersey. The island
would be constructed in 18 to 21 m (80-70 feet) waters situated in Federal waters between the Ambrose to
Mantucket and Hudson Canyon to Ambrose internafional shipping lanes.

The LNG terminal components would include a docking and unloading facility for two LNGCs with capacities of
70,000 to 270,000 cubic meters (m3); four 180,000 m3 full containment storage (approx. 15.5 bscfd total storage);
ambient air vaporization equipment; docking facilities for safety and supply vessels; and utility facilities to house
communication, safety, and LNG operations equipment. The island would also have personnel living quarters.
Ambient air would be used to vaporize the LNG to natural gas on the island. During extreme low temperatures,
heat from supplemental gas fired heaters will warm the gas. Gas fired heaters would use shell and tube heat
exchangers with a glycol heating medium.

Throughput capacity for the terminal would be 2.0 bscfd when operating at full capacity, therefore 2.0 bscfd is the
parameter set for environmental analysis. However, the Transcontinental Pipeline can only currently accept 1.15
bscfd. Natural gas would flow through the natural gas metering station and then would be sent out by the means of
two 36-inch gas transmission pipelines.

The parallel pipelines would extend north and west of the terminal approximately 12.8 mi to the Transcontinental
Gas Pipeline Corporation’s existing offshore pipeline that extends from Morgan, New Jersey to Long Beach, New
York. The Safe Harbor Energy pipelines would connect to the existing offshore pipeline that extends from Morgan,
New Jersey to Long Beach, Mew York. Matural gas would be distributed onshore to service residential, commercial,
and industrial consumers in the New York metropolitan region.

Alternatives

Consistent with NEPA, USCG and the Maritime Administration must also consider alternative means to construct
and operate a deepwater port. USCG and the Maritime Administration review will extend to matters such as the
specific location of the port, methods of port construction and platform layout, and technologies for storing and
regasifying LNG. The alternatives for consideration by USCG and the Maritime Administration, include:

*= Mo action alternative, whereby no facility is constructed.

*  LNG delivery alternatives considering existing and proposed LNG import facilities.

+  Geographic alternatives evaluating sites in the New York Metropolitan area.

*  Pipeline system route alternatives,

*  LNG vaporization technology alternatives considering available and contemplated technologies.






