
2.1.5 Responses to Comments from Local Elected Officials 

 

Letter 
Number Commentor 

LE-01 Wayne Horsley, Suffolk Co. Legislator 

LE-02 Suffolk Co. Legislator Jay Schniederman 

LE-03 Branford Selectman John Opie 

LE-04 New HavenMayor, John Destefano, Jr. 

LE-05 Town of Darien, Selectwoman Evonne Klein 

LE-06 John M. Kennedy, Jr. 

LE-07 Town of Huntington Town Board (statement at comment meeting) 

LE-08 Branford Selectman Cheryl Morris 

 

 
N-494



LE1 – Wayne R. Horsley – Office of the Suffolk County Legislature 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE1-1 Section 3.5.7 of the final EIS addresses the Long Island Sound Stewardship 

Act, the Sound’s designation as an estuary of national significance, and the 
New York State CMP. 

 
 
 
LE1-2 We are not aware of Broadwater making the statement that “the Sound will 

be virtually closed for 18 out of every 48 hours or 37% of the time.”  LNG 
carriers would be integrated into the normal marine traffic of Long Island 
Sound.  Transit by carriers could result in localized and temporary delays 
for some vessels wishing to cross the path of an LNG carrier and its 
proposed safety and security zone, or the transits may require that some 
vessels move out of the path of the oncoming carrier (see Sections 3.5.5.1 
and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS for details).  Except for avoiding the proposed 
moving safety and security zones around the LNG carriers and the 
proposed fixed safety and security zone around the FSRU, commercial, 
recreational, and other marine vessel traffic would be able to continue as 
normal throughout the remainder of the Sound while the LNG carriers are 
in transit.  Further, as indicated in Sections 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final 
EIS, the Race would not be closed when a carrier passes through, and some 
recreational boaters could transit the Race while a carrier is present by 
using the area between the limits of the Race and the edge of the carrier’s 
safety and security zone. 

Long Island Sound covers an area of approximately 1,320 square miles 
(Section 2 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final EIS]).  The proposed 
moving safety and security zone around each LNG carrier would cover an 
area of approximately 2,040 acres (about 3.2 square miles; see Table 3.5.1-
1 of the final EIS),  about 0.2 percent of the area of the Sound at any one 
time, and the proposed fixed safety and security zone around the FSRU 
would cover an area of about 950 acres (about 1.5-square miles; see Table 
3.5.1-1 of the final EIS) which would be about 0.1 percent of the area of the 
Sound.  Therefore, when an LNG carrier is in transit in Long Island Sound, 
either to or from the FSRU, only about 0.3 percent of the total area of the 
Sound would be excluded from use due to establishment of the safety and 
security zones proposed by the Coast Guard.   
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LE1 – Wayne R. Horsley – Office of the Suffolk County Legislature 
 

Local Elected Officials 
 

If the Project is authorized to proceed to operation by FERC, that 
authorization would be based on the detailed design information required 
for the continuing evaluation of reliability and safety.  Section 3.10.2.3 of 
the final EIS and Sections 4.3.5 and 4.6.2.1 of the WSR (Appendix C of the 
final EIS) address the possibility and the risk of the FSRU breaking away 
from the YMS.  In addition, as described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, 
Broadwater would be required to prepare an Emergency Response Plan that 
FERC must approve prior to final approval to begin construction.  That 
plan would address emergencies and appropriate responses for a variety of 
situations, including the FSRU breaking away from the YMS.  Section 
3.10.3.2 of the final EIS lists the duration of pool fires for different incident 
scenarios; the longest duration is less than 2 hours.  Consequently, even if 
the FSRU were to detach at some point during an incident and drift away 
from the YMS, it would move slowly with the tide, current, and winds; an 
associated pool fire would not last long enough to threaten the shoreline.   

The Coast Guard is responsible for accomplishing the tasks that, by law, 
only the Coast Guard is authorized to conduct but may share other law 
enforcement responsibilities with state or local law enforcement agencies.  
Enforcement of the safety and security zones is a law enforcement function 
that cannot be delegated to private security forces.  Private security forces 
could provide notification to vessels approaching the safety and security 
zone around the FSRU and could provide onboard security for the FSRU, 
but private security forces cannot act as law enforcement representatives.  
Neither FERC nor the Coast Guard would allow operation of the Project 
until the appropriate safety and security measures are in place.  If the 
Project receives initial authorization to proceed, Broadwater would work 
with federal, state, and local agencies to develop a Facility Security Plan 
(as outlined in 33 CFR 101-105).  Further, FERC would need to approve 
the Emergency Response Plan developed by Broadwater (see Section 
3.10.6 of the final EIS).  Final operation of the facility would not be 
authorized until these plans were completed and approved. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
LE1-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE1-4 
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LE2 – Jay Schneiderman – Suffolk County Legislator 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Elected Officials 
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LE2 – Jay Schneiderman – Suffolk County Legislator 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Elected Officials 
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LE2 – Jay Schneiderman – Suffolk County Legislator 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Impacts to commercial fishing are addressed in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final 
EIS.  As noted in that section, interruptions to these activities would be 
localized and temporary during carrier transit, with a maximum of 0.3 
percent of the Sound unavailable for commercial fishing at any one time.  
The potential for economic impacts to commercial fishing due to the 
proposed fixed safety and security zone around the YMS and FSRU is 
addressed in Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS.  This includes potential 
impacts to commercial lobster fishing and commercial trawling.  In 
addition, Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS has been updated to address the 
potential impacts to commercial fishermen who may be affected by the 
proposed moving safety and security zones around LNG carriers as they 
enter and exit the Sound.  Any adverse change to the regional economy due 
to economic impacts to commercial fishing would be negligible, if any 
change occurred at all. 

LE2-1 
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LE2 – Jay Schneiderman – Suffolk County Legislator 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The potential that authorization of the proposed Project could serve as a 
precedent for further industrialization of the waters of Long Island Sound is 
addressed in Section 3.5.2.2 of the final EIS.   

LE2-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Elected Officials 
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LE2 – Jay Schneiderman – Suffolk County Legislator 
 

 
 
 

The authorities granted to NYSOGS are subject to interpretation by the 
State of New York.   LE2-3 

 
 
 

It is our understanding that NYSOGS is responsible for issuing easements 
for use of underwater lands of Long Island Sound that are in the State of 
New York.  As described in Sections 3.5.2.2 and 3.5.2.4 of the final EIS, 
the proposed Project would not represent the first time the waters of the 
Sound would be used for private purposes.  Commercial and industrial 
structures in or under offshore waters of the Sound include cable crossings, 
natural gas and petrochemical pipelines, and two petrochemical platforms.  
Section 3.5.7.4 of the final EIS addresses environmental issues associated 
with the Public Trust Doctrine.  However, legal issues associated with 
granting easements and the use of public trust lands are not components of 
our environmental review and therefore have not been included in the EIS. 

LE2-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 3.5.7 of the final EIS addresses the Project in relation to the Long 
Island Sound Stewardship Act.  However, this act applies to “upland sites 
within the Long Island Sound ecosystem” and does not apply to an offshore 
project such as the proposed Broadwater Project. 

LE2-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Elected Officials 
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LE2 – Jay Schneiderman – Suffolk County Legislator 
 

Local Elected Officials 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-502



LE3 – John Opie – Branford Selectman 
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LE3 – John Opie – Branford Selectman 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE3-1 As noted in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, many studies have been conducted 

by state agencies, task forces, utility companies, and others regarding the 
need for energy in the market region that would be served by Broadwater.  
Section 1.1 provides summaries of those studies.  However, no single study 
provides all of the details mentioned by the commentor. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sections 1.1.5.4 and 4.3.2 of the final EIS addressed the Synapse report that 
was funded by Save our Sound.  We have updated Section 1.1.5.4 of the 
final EIS to address comments received on the draft EIS regarding our 
analysis of the report.   

LE3-2 
 
 
 
LE3-3 The Commission is responsible for reviewing applications for authorization 

of energy projects.  The EIS is one component of that review and is 
required under NEPA.  We have conducted an extensive review of the 
available studies on energy needs for the region that would be served by the 
proposed Project, and we provide a summary of the relevant information in 
Section 1.1 of the final EIS. 
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LE3 – John Opie – Branford Selectman 
 

Local Elected Officials 
 

As noted in response to comment LE3-3, the Commission is responsible for 
reviewing applications for authorization of energy projects as they are 
received.  This includes an analysis of environmental impacts, safety, 
security, and to a lesser extent, the need for energy.  The information on 
energy supply and demand presented in Section 1.1 of the final EIS 
provides an up-to-date summary of the needs of the region to be served by 
the Project and is adequate for our review of the Project.  If a company 
receives authorization to build and operate an LNG terminal or receives a 
certificate to construct and operate a natural gas pipeline system, the 
company then will decide whether or not to construct the project based on 
the need in the area to be served at that time.  Many of the LNG terminals 
and pipeline systems we have approved have not been built because of 
market changes that occurred between the time the application was 
submitted and the time the approval was received. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
LE3-4 
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LE4 – John DeStefano, Jr. - New Haven City Mayor 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE4-1 Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS has been revised to reflect the recent increase 

in subscribed gas for the Maritimes & Northeast pipeline from the Canaport 
LNG Terminal, as well as other proposed or approved LNG terminals in 
the northeastern United States and Canada.  Impacts associated with these 
alternatives would not be less than those associated with the proposed 
Broadwater Project.  The 0.4-bcfd increase on the Maritimes & Northeast 
pipeline would provide less than half of the proposed Broadwater 
throughput and, as proposed, would not deliver gas to the New York City, 
Long Island, and Connecticut markets.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE4-2 Section 3.9.1 of the final EIS provides a detailed discussion of air 

emissions associated with the proposed Project, including those from LNG 
carriers.  These estimated emissions are based on dispersion modeling to 
estimate concentration levels based on the Coast Guard’s safety and 
security zone of 0.7 miles (1.1 kilometers or 3,700 feet).  Modeling was 
conducted for the same averaging periods as the NAAQS and SILs for each 
pollutant in order to determine impacts, and include 1-hour, 3-hour, 8-hour, 
24-hour and annual averages depending on the pollutant. 

Atmospheric dispersion models were used to determine impacts to air 
quality and were conducted according to the modeling protocol reviewed 
by NYSDEC and EPA.  Dispersion modeling was performed using the 
OCD model to estimate concentration levels beyond an assumed safety and 
security zone.  AERMOD-PRIME is an EPA-approved model for 
evaluating the impact of land-based stationary sources.  Tables 3.9.1-14 
and 3.9.1-15 of the final EIS present results from both models with 
comparison to regulated significance thresholds.   
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LE4 – John DeStefano, Jr. - New Haven City Mayor 
 

Local Elected Officials 
 

The Coast Guard must accomplish the tasks that, by law, only it is 
authorized to conduct; but the Coast Guard may share other law 
enforcement responsibilities with state or local law enforcement agencies.  
As stated in Section 5.2.2.2 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), “46 
U.S.C. § 70119 provides for state and local law enforcement agencies to 
enforce safety and security zones established by the Coast Guard.”  The 
Coast Guard is currently working with the states of New York and 
Connecticut to establish Memoranda of Agreement for this purpose.  
Broadwater would provide funding for state or local law enforcement 
agencies for their involvement in enforcing the safety and security zone as 
described in Section 6.2.3.2 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS).  If 
the needed resources are not available and properly funded, operation of the 
Project would not be approved. 

Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS presents an assessment of the impacts of the 
FSRU and LNG carriers on marine transportation and addresses potential 
impacts to ports.  Section 3.5.5.1of the final EIS addresses the impacts of 
the FSRU, the LNG carriers, and the associated safety and security zones 
on recreation.  As stated in those sections, the proposed location of the 
FSRU and the surrounding safety and security zone are not areas of heavy 
commercial or recreational traffic; the FSRU and its proposed safety and 
security zone would have only a minor impact on commercial and 
recreational vessels for the life of the Project and would have at most a 
negligible effect for the duration of the Project on vessel transits to or from 
the Port of New Haven.   

The safety and security zone of each LNG carrier would cover an area of 
approximately 2,040 acres (3.2 square miles), and only one carrier would 
be present inside the pilot stations at any one time.  The entire transit path 
of an LNG carrier would not be an exclusion zone.  As described in the EIS 
and WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the amount of time for the LNG 
carrier and its associated safety and security zone to pass any single point is 
about 15 minutes (the length of the safety and security zone from front to 
back would be about 3.7 miles), and the only exclusion area would move 
along the LNG carrier path around the single LNG carrier.  All other 
portions of the carrier route, both in front of and behind the carrier’s safety 
and security zone, would be available for use.  As a result, the vast majority 
of commercial and recreational vessels heading to or from the Port of New 
Haven would not encounter an LNG carrier, and there would be, at most, a 
negligible impact on vessel traffic to or from the port for the duration of the 
Project. 

 
LE4-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE4-4 
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LE5 –Evonne Klien - Town of Darien Selectwomen 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE5-1 The Commission is reviewing Broadwater’s application to provide natural 

gas to the region.  As described throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS, our 
assessment of environmental impacts indicates that the proposed Project 
would not result in a significant impact to Long Island Sound.   

 
 
 
LE5-2 As discussed in Section 4.4, the final EIS evaluates alternatives to the 

proposed location of the Broadwater LNG terminal based on the potential 
magnitude and extent of environmental impacts.  Alternatives evaluated 
include onshore locations in Long Island Sound and other locations closer 
to the New York City and Long Island markets.   

 
 
 
 
LE5-3 Section 3.7.1.3 of the final EIS and Section 2.3.2 of the WSR (Appendix C 

of the final EIS) identify the existing safety and security zones in Long 
Island Sound   The proposed fixed safety and security zone around the 
FSRU would cover an area of about 950 acres (see Table 3.5.1-1 in the 
final EIS) or about 0.1 percent of the Sound. 

 
 
 
 
LE5-4 Sections 3.5.2.2 and 3.5.7.4 of the final EIS indicate that the Project would 

not represent the first time that the waters of the Sound would be used for 
private purposes.  Commercial and industrial structures in or under offshore 
waters of the Sound include cable crossings, natural gas and petrochemical 
pipelines, and two petrochemical platforms.   

 
 
 
 

Local Elected Officials 
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LE5 –Evonne Klien - Town of Darien Selectwomen 
 

Local Elected Officials 
 

FERC, with input from cooperating agencies, has included many 
recommendations in the EIS that would result in minimal impacts.  Further, 
the proposed Project would not appreciably increase the input of nitrogen, 
which is the primary source of eutrophication in the Sound.  We recognize 
the substantial investment made by Connecticut and New York to upgrade 
wastewater treatment facilities in order to further reduce nitrogen flows into 
the Sound.   

As described in Sections 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, the impacts of 
the Project to commercial shippers, commercial fishermen, and recreational 
boaters would be minor and brief when they do occur, although they would 
periodically occur throughout the life of the Project.  The impacts would 
not build up over time and therefore would not be cumulative.  Section 
3.7.1.4 of the final EIS has been revised to provide a more detailed 
assessment of the impacts of LNG carrier transits.  As noted in that section, 
there would not be 40-mile-long safety and security zones in the Sound or 
30-mile-long safety and security zones from the Race to the pilot stations.  
The only area that would be excluded from use during carrier transits 
would be the 2,040 acre moving safety and security zone around each LNG 
carrier.  Marine vessels would be able to cross in front of or behind the 3.7-
mile-long safety and security zone, and the entire zone would pass any 
point in approximately 15 minutes.   

 
 
 
LE5-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE5-6 
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LE6 – John M. Kennedy, Jr. 
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LE6 – John M. Kennedy, Jr. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

As indicated in Section 2.2.1 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), 
approximately 460 foreign-flag vessels per year enter the Sound.  As stated 
in Section 4.4.2 of the WSR, addition of the LNG carriers would result in a 
1-percent increase in commercial vessel traffic and a 20- to 30-percent 
increase in foreign-flag vessels.  Use of the Project Waterway by vessels of 
the size of the LNG carriers would be consistent with current use; the Coast 
Guard made the preliminary determination that the risks associated with the 
Project including the addition of the LNG carriers would be manageable 
with implementation of its recommended mitigation measures. 

LE6-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE6-2 Tankers and tank barges carrying gasoline and other petrochemical 

products currently use the Sound and have done so for decades.  The LNG 
carriers would not be significantly different in size or appearance from 
many of the oil and petroleum product tankers.  Although the proposed 
Project would result in additional marine traffic in Long Island Sound, we 
do not consider it a major alteration of existing patterns. 

We have addressed the potential environmental impacts of the additional 
marine traffic in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE6-3 We recognize that water use is an impact associated with the Project and 

have dedicated a good deal of analysis to this issue.  As with many other 
impacts considered, water use must be considered in context.  The Sound 
has a total surface area of 1,320 square miles and a volume of 
approximately 18 trillion gallons.  The amount of water “removed” from 
Long Island Sound by the LNG carriers for ballast over the lifetime of the 
Project is equal to much less than 0.5 percent of the total volume of water 
of the Sound present at any given time.  Seawater and freshwater inflows 
on a daily basis far exceed the expected usage by the Project.  Ballast 
intake would not reduce the volume of water in Long Island Sound.  
Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to include this relative 
description.   
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LE6 – John M. Kennedy, Jr. 
 

 
 

FERC, with input from the cooperating agencies, has included many 
recommendations in the EIS to avoid or minimize environmental impacts.  
Implementation of these recommendations would result in minimal impacts 
to Long Island Sound.  As described in Section 3.5.6.4 of the final EIS, 
when viewed from the nearest shoreline, the FSRU and a berthed LNG 
carrier would appear as a small two-dimensional rectangle on the horizon 
about the size of a small paper clip held at arm’s length. 

LE6-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE6-5 Section 3.10.1 of the final EIS addresses the issue of the energy content of 

LNG versus its explosive potential.  In summary, LNG is not explosive, 
and natural gas in an unconfined environment is not explosive. 

 
 
 
 
 
LE6-6 Although the areas listed as being within Zone 3 are accurate, it is 

important to note that a single vapor cloud would not encompass all those 
areas at once.  Each area is within Zone 3 distance (4.3 miles), measured 
perpendicularly from the LNG carrier route.  More importantly, Hazard 
Zone 3 is theoretical and is unlikely to happen.  FERC staff believe that 
scenarios that would cause a sufficiently large hole to result in a vapor 
cloud of this extent would require the use of explosives; therefore, an 
ignition source would be present to ignite the vaporized LNG and create an 
LNG pool fire.  There would not be a vapor cloud.  If a release from an 
LNG carrier occurred and the maximum size unignited vapor cloud formed, 
it could extend onshore in some areas until reaching an ignition source, 
most likely close to the shoreline, and burn back to the LNG source.  This 
is substantiated by the GAO Report (GAO 2007) which stated that some 
experts polled indicated that such a cloud would not penetrate beyond the 
perimeter of a populated area because it would rapidly find a source of 
ignition.  However, we have revised individual resource sections 
throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS to include information on potential 
impacts due to ignition of a vapor cloud within Hazard Zone 3. 
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LE6 – John M. Kennedy, Jr. 
 

 
 
LE6-7 The LNG carriers would not be significantly different in size, appearance, 

or potential hazard when compared to tankers that currently transport 
gasoline, oil, and petroleum product tankers on Long Island Sound.  In 
addition, an accident at the FSRU would not affect those living on Long 
Island or in Connecticut.    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE6-8 Neither FERC nor the Coast Guard would allow operation of the Project 

until the appropriate safety and security measures are in place.  As 
described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, Broadwater would work with 
the appropriate federal, state, and local agencies to develop an Emergency 
Response Plan, which is also subject to approval by FERC.  If the needed 
resources are not available and properly funded, FERC would not authorize 
operation of the Project. 
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LE6 – John M. Kennedy, Jr. 
 

 
 
LE6-9 If the Coast Guard proposal for additional equipment and personnel (see 

Section 8.4 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final EIS]) requires an increase 
in taxes to all U.S. taxpayers, the impact on an individual taxpayer should 
not be significant.   

 
 
 
LE6-10 Broadwater submitted a coastal consistency certification to NYSDOS and 

to FERC that contains Broadwater’s analysis of the Project’s consistency 
with New York State coastal policies, including applicable policies of the 
Long Island Sound CMP and applicable local land management plans.  
NYSDOS is responsible for determining whether the Project is consistent 
with those policies.  It is our understanding that NYSDOS will file its 
determination with FERC after the final EIS has been issued. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
LE6-11 Section 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS addresses the potential impact of the 

proposed Project on tourism, and Section 3.6.8.2 of the final EIS describes 
potential economic impacts to water-based recreation. 

 
 
 
 
LE6-12 As discussed in Section 2.1.1.1 of the final EIS, the proposed FSRU would 

be approximately 1,215 feet long and 200 feet wide (an area about 5.6 
acres).  This would account for significantly less than 0.1 percent of the 
Sound’s total surface area of 1,320 square miles (approximately 845,000 
acres) that could be utilized by endangered species and other marine 
resources. 

 
 
 
 
 
LE6-13 As stated in Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS, the estimated yearly 

entrainment and impingement of 131.5 million fish eggs and larvae would 
affect approximately 0.1 percent of the standing crop of the central Long 
Island Sound.  Because the estimated values represent such a small 
percentage of the standing crop of only central Long Island Sound, these 
losses are not expected to affect the overall biological populations within 
Long Island Sound. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
LE6-14 As stated in Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS, with implementation of the 

backfilling recommendation, it is expected that impacts to disturbed benthic 
communities along the proposed pipeline route would be short term.  
Recovery would be expected to begin immediately following construction, 
and recolonization of various benthic communities is expected to require 
from a few months to up to 1 to 2 years.   
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LE6 – John M. Kennedy, Jr. 
 

LE6-15 As described in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, an LNG carrier and its 
proposed moving safety and security zone would pass through the 2.3-mile 
length of the Race in 25 to 35 minutes, depending on the speed of the 
carrier.  The entire safety and security zone would pass a single point 
within about 15 minutes.  Vessels in the path of an oncoming LNG carrier 
and its safety and security zone would be required to temporarily move 
from their positions.  In addition, if authorized, it is expected that Coast 
Guard would require Broadwater to schedule LNG carrier transits to 
minimize impact to other waterway users, to the extent practical, as 
recommended by the Coast Guard in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C 
of the final EIS).  In summary, Project-related use of the Race would result 
in a temporary and localized impact for some vessels during carrier transits 
for the life of the Project.  If the Coast Guard issues a Letter of 
Recommendation finding the Project Waterway to be suitable for LNG 
marine traffic, as part of the proposed moving safety and security zone the 
Coast Guard would conduct routine Broadcast Notice to Mariners, 
notifying the public of implementation of the safety and security zones and 
the impending LNG carrier transit. 

As indicated in Sections 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, the Race 
would not be closed when a carrier passes through, and vessels could 
transit the Race while a carrier is present by using the area between the 
limits of the Race and the edge of the carrier’s safety and security zone.  In 
addition, as stated in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, alternative routes are 
available for recreational vessels to enter or exit eastern Long Island Sound 
in lieu of using the Race.  LNG carriers would transit the Race no more 
than once per day; therefore, the potential conflict with other vessels would 
not be significant. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE6-16 Under the NGA and EPAct of 2005, FERC is required to expeditiously 

review the applications for LNG terminals, irrespective of the number of 
applications received, approved, or rejected.  For those projects that FERC 
has approved, the market will likely determine whether they are 
constructed.  Under the Natural Gas Act and Energy Policy Act of 2005, 
FERC is required to expeditiously review the applications for LNG 
terminals, irrespective of the number of applications received, approved, or 
rejected.  For those projects that FERC has approved, the market will likely 
determine whether they are constructed.  We have reviewed the other 
regional projects that are proposed or approved and determined that, due 
largely to differing target markets and greater distances from the New 
York, Long Island, and Connecticut markets, the alternative terminals 
could not provide the same volume of natural gas with less environmental 
impacts than the proposed Project.   
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LE6 – John M. Kennedy, Jr. 
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LE6 – John M. Kennedy, Jr. 
 

 
 
 
LE6-17 Sections 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS present our assessment of the 

impacts of LNG carrier transits to marine traffic of the Sound.  That 
assessment, in conjunction with the Coast Guard, indicates that there would 
not be a significant impact on existing cross-Sound recreational boating. 

 
 
 
 
 
LE6-18 Impacts to commercial fishing are described in Sections 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4 

of the final EIS.  As noted in these sections, the impacts to commercial 
fishing should be minor. 

 
 
 
 
LE6-19 As part of enforcing the moving safety and security zone, the Coast Guard 

would conduct routine Broadcast Notice to Mariners, notifying the public 
of the zones implementation.  Additionally, escort tugs and Coast Guard 
escort vessels with the LNG carrier would serve as an additional layer of 
on-scene notification.  In addition, if authorized, it is expected that Coast 
Guard would require Broadwater to schedule LNG carrier transits to 
minimize impact to other waterway users, to the extent practical, as 
recommended by the Coast Guard in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C 
of the final EIS).   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE6-20 Please see our response to comment LE6-6.
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LE6 – John M. Kennedy, Jr. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE6-21 Please see our response to comment LE6-3.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE6-22 Please see our response to comment LE6-14 regarding recovery of the 

seafloor.  As discussed in Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS, any impacts to 
lobster populations would be highly localized.  Potential impacts primarily 
would occur during construction of the subsea pipeline, which would 
generally result in a short-term impact to less than 0.1 percent of the 
seafloor of Long Island Sound. 
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LE6 – John M. Kennedy, Jr. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
LE6-23 Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS has been updated to address impacts to visual 

resources from LNG carriers.    
 
 
 
 
 

Please see our responses to comments LE6-5 and LE6-7.LE6-24 
 
 
 
 
 
LE6-25 Please see our response to comment LE6-11.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE6-26 Safety and security would be the responsibility of the Coast Guard.  As 

described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, local agencies or municipalities 
may agree to be involved in emergency responses in accordance with an 
Emergency Response Plan, which would include a Cost-Sharing Plan to 
provide funding for those agencies and municipalities involved in response 
actions.  The plan would be subject to approval by FERC.   
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LE6 – John M. Kennedy, Jr. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
LE6-27 Please see our response to comment LE6-10.
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LE6 – John M. Kennedy, Jr. 
 

Local Elected Officials 
 

As discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, the residual chlorine 
concentration is not expected to affect water quality because of the 
relatively low concentration of the sodium hypochlorite in the discharge 
water.  In addition, mixing upon discharge would occur rapidly due to the 
volume of water in Long Island Sound and associated tides and currents.  
The associated discharges would be required to satisfy New York’s water 
quality standards for SA waters or would satisfy SPDES permit 
requirements to reduce potential impacts to water resources.  For these 
reasons, any operational impacts associated with water discharges are 
considered minor but long term because they would continue for the life of 
the proposed Project.

Please see our response to comment LE6-16.  

 
 
 
 
LE6-28 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE6-29 
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LE7 – The Huntington Town Board 
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LE7 – The Huntington Town Board 
 

 
 
LE7-1 The EIS for the Broadwater LNG Project has been prepared in accordance 

with NEPA, CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR 
1500-1508), and the FERC regulations for implementing NEPA (18 CFR 
380).  It was prepared by a highly qualified team of scientists, engineers, 
and planners and was reviewed prior to issuance by the EPA, Coast Guard, 
COE, NOAA, and NYSDOS staff. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE7-2 As discussed in Section 2.4.2, the final EIS has been updated to clarify that 

according to Broadwater and IGTS, operation of the proposed Broadwater 
Pipeline would not require any expansion nor affect the volume or 
frequency of natural gas vented from the existing valve station in 
Huntington, New York.   
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LE7 – The Huntington Town Board 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE7-3 As stated in Section 1.1.1 of the final EIS, Broadwater is proposing the 

Project to provide natural gas to New York City, Connecticut, and Long 
Island, with the latter to receive approximately 25 to 30 percent of the total 
amount of gas transported through the proposed pipeline.  Section 1.1.1 of 
the final EIS also addresses the supply and demand issues for the target 
market, including information on the proposed Islander East Pipeline 
Project. 
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LE7 – The Huntington Town Board 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE7-4 Broadwater submitted a coastal consistency certification to NYSDOS and 

to FERC that contains applicable policies of the Long Island Sound CMP 
and the applicable local land management plans.  We did not state our 
opinion regarding consistency since NYSDOS is responsible for 
determining whether or not the Project is consistent with those policies.  It 
is our understanding that NYSDOS will file its determination with FERC 
after the final EIS has been issued.  
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LE7 – The Huntington Town Board 
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LE8 – Cheryl P. Mooris – Branford First Selectman 
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LE8 – Cheryl P. Mooris – Branford First Selectman 
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LE8 – Cheryl P. Mooris – Branford First Selectman 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE8-1 Figure 2-6 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) presents the results of 

a detailed analysis of the current uses of Long Island Sound and depicts the 
FSRU in relation to those uses.  Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS presents an 
assessment of the impacts of the FSRU on marine transportation and 
addresses potential impacts to ports.  As stated in that section, the proposed 
location of the FSRU and the surrounding safety and security zone is not an 
area of heavy commercial traffic, and the Project would have only a minor 
impact on commercial vessels that would last for the duration of the 
Project.  We have determined that the FSRU and its proposed safety and 
security zone would have at most a minor impact on marine traffic to and 
from ports in Long Island Sound.   
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LE8 – Cheryl P. Mooris – Branford First Selectman 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE8-2 Because the Coast Guard has not yet prepared a proposal for additional 

resources (see Section 8.4.2 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final EIS]), we 
cannot identify the funding source for the additional resources.  However, 
if additional funding is required for the Coast Guard, the source would 
almost certainly be the federal budget, which is supported by the national 
tax base rather than the local one. 
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LE8 – Cheryl P. Mooris – Branford First Selectman 
 

 
 
 
LE8-3 Due to a typographical error, our initial notice had the wrong address for 

Branford High School, as noted by the commentor, and we apologize for 
that mistake.  When we discovered the error, we issued a correction to all 
those who received the initial notice.  More often than not, we select 
schools to host public meetings because their location is familiar to the 
local population and because it is easy to discern a school from other 
structures.  We do not believe that the initial error prevented anyone from 
attending the public meeting. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE8-4 The website that the commentor is referring to had two links to the WSR 

(Appendix C of the final EIS): the FERC docket link and the direct link to 
the Coast Guard site.  Although the FERC link may have been temporarily 
inactive, the link to the Coast Guard site was functioning properly, and the 
entire public portion of the WSR was available to the commentor at that 
site. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE8-5 As noted above, the initial notice for the comment meeting had a 

typographical error; this consisted of “18” instead of “185” for the address 
of the high school.  The hypothesis that a typo in the notice equates to 
errors in the draft EIS is unsupported.  We believe that a careful review and 
comment on the draft EIS would have proven the hypothesis incorrect and 
would have also provided value to the process. 
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LE8 – Cheryl P. Mooris – Branford First Selectman 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LE8-6 We have revised the final EIS to provide additional and updated 

information on existing conditions, projects, and projections that have 
changed since the draft EIS was issued.  
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