
2.1.6 Responses to Comments from Organizations and Companies  

Letter 
Number Commentor 

OC-01 Save the Sound ,Appendix Synapse comments, Coastal Vision comments 

OC-02 Citizens Campaign for the Environment (also includes IN40 – Tettelbach) 

OC-03 CT Stop the Pipeline (Katherine G. Kennedy) 

OC-04 Cross Sound Ferry Services 

OC-05 Nature Conservancy 

OC-06 Save the Sound 

OC-07 Audubon Connecticut 

OC-08 New England Energy Alliance 

OC-09 The Maritime Aquarium at Norwalk (Amy Ferland) 

OC-10 Repsol Energy North America Corp. 

OC-11 South Fork Groundwater Task Force (Julie Penny) 

OC-12 South Fork Broundwater Task Force (Julie Penny) 

OC-13 Group for the South Fork (Robert DeLuca) 

OC-14 Norwalk River Watershed Association (Lillian Willis) 

OC-15 Miller Marine Services (James Miller) 

OC-16 Long Island MidSuffolk Business Action (Ernest M. Fazio) 

OC-17 Norwal River Watershed Association (Kathleen Holland and Micael Law) 

OC-18 Greenport Seafood Dock, Inc. (Mark S. Phillips)  

OC-19 Cross Sound Cable Company (Robert Daileader, Jr.) 

OC-20 Wading River Civic Association (Sid Bail) 

OC-21 Guiliani Partners, LLC (Richard Sheirer and Thomas Von Essen) 

OC-22 South Nassau Communities Hospital 

OC-23 New York City Economic Development Corporation (Gil Quiniones) 

OC-24 Connecticut Harbor Management Association (John T. Pinto) 

OC-25 Connecticut Harbor Management Association (John T. Pinto) 

OC-26 Southern New England Fishermen's and Lobstermen's Association 

OC-27 Norwalk Shellfish Commission (John Frank) 

OC-28 Nassau Hiking and Outdoor Club (Guy Jacob) 

OC-29 Citizens Campaign for the Environment (Maureen Dolan Murphy ) 

OC-30 Friends of the Bay (Kyle Rabin) 

OC-31 Huntington Hospital 

OC-32 League of Women Voters of Connecticut  

OC-33 Citizens Campaign for the Environment) (Kasey Jacobs) 

OC-35 Conservationists United for Long Island Sound 
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OC1 - Save the Sound 

Organizations and Companies Comments 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

We have responded below to the more detailed comments related to this 
summary comment.  The final EIS complies with the requirements of 
NEPA.  It was prepared by scientists and engineers who conducted 
independent reviews of a wide variety of information, including 
information from literature reviews, federal and state resource agencies, 
public input, and information contained in the Broadwater application and 
responses to environmental requests. 

Broadwater submitted a coastal consistency certification to NYSDOS and 
to FERC that contains Broadwater’s analysis of the Project’s consistency 
with New York State coastal policies, including applicable policies of the 
Long Island Sound CMP and the applicable local land management plans.  
Section 3.5.7.1 of the final EIS identifies those policies; NYSDOS is 
responsible for determining whether or not the Project is consistent with the 
policies.  It is our understanding that NYSDOS will file its determination 
with FERC after the final EIS has been issued.
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OC1 - Save the Sound 

Organizations and Companies Comments 
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OC1 - Save the Sound 

Organizations and Companies Comments 
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OC1 - Save the Sound 

Organizations and Companies Comments 
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OC1 - Save the Sound 

Organizations and Companies Comments 
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OC1 - Save the Sound 

Organizations and Companies Comments 
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OC1 - Save the Sound 

Organizations and Companies Comments 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

All Project-related information that is not considered Critical Energy 
Infrastructure Information (CEII) or Sensitive Security Information (SSI) is 
available to the public in FERC’s electronic docket for the Project (Docket 
Nos. CP06-54-000 and CP06-55-000).   

Individuals can obtain the CEII and SSI information by signing a 
confidentiality agreement.  The draft EIS was sent to more than 5,000 
individuals, agencies, and organizations, including public libraries in the 
general Project area.  In addition, we have provided information regarding 
the proposed Project and invited public comment about the Project at four 
public scoping meetings and at four public comment meetings on the draft 
EIS.   

We have expanded sections in the final EIS, as appropriate.  The final EIS 
provides more than enough information to fully evaluate the potential 
impacts of the Broadwater Project in accordance with NEPA requirements. 
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OC1 - Save the Sound 

Organizations and Companies Comments 

 
 
 
OC1-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-6 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FERC believes that the EIS provides adequate detail on the proposed 
Project to assess environmental impacts in accordance with NEPA.  
Additional engineering plans and an Emergency Response Plan will be 
developed and finalized in coordination with the appropriate federal, state, 
and local agencies and will be available for public review on the FERC 
docket. 

Please see our response to comment OC1-5.  

Appendix B of the final EIS provides a comprehensive list of the technical 
references that were used in our evaluation of the proposed Broadwater 
Project.  Broadwater’s application and draft versions of the application 
have been available on the FERC website since they were filed.  Any 
“glitch” was temporary.  Certain information was not available over the 
internet but is available upon request by contacting FERC’s Public 
Reference Room.  We are unaware of any attempt by Save the Sound to 
acquire non-internet public documents from FERC. 
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OC1-8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-9 
 
 
OC1-10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As stated in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, if FERC provides initial 
authorization for the Project, Broadwater would be required to work with 
the appropriate federal, state, and local agencies to prepare an Emergency 
Response Plan.  As described in Section 3.10.6, a Cost-Sharing Plan must 
be included in the Emergency Response Plan.  FERC must approve the 
Emergency Response Plan prior to final approval to begin construction. 

Please see our response to comment OC1-8.

The Commission did extend its formal comment period from the typical 45 
to 60 days.  As we stated in the public meetings, we will review and 
consider all comments received until the Commission meets to formally 
consider the Project.  We have addressed all comments received on the 
draft EIS between November 2006 and November 2007 in the final EIS. 
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OC1-11 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-12 
 
 
 
OC1-13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see our response to comment OC1-10.

Please see our response to comment OC1-10.

Save the Sound states that it received a set of CEII materials from 
Broadwater.  It is unclear if the set was deficient and, if so, which items 
were not provided.  Because no further information has been provided to 
FERC by Save the Sound, we assume that Save the Sound has been 
provided access to the appropriate documents. 
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OC1 - Save the Sound 

Organizations and Companies Comments 

 
 
 
 
 
OC1-14 
 
 
 
 
OC1-15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As described in Sections 1.1 and 4.0 of the final EIS, we have determined 
that (1) there is a need for additional natural gas in the region; and (2) the 
alternatives that could achieve the same objectives as the proposed Project 
have greater environmental impacts than the proposed Project. 

Section 1.1.5.4 of the final EIS addresses the March 2006 Synapse report, 
updates to the report, and additional information provided by Synapse. 
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OC1 - Save the Sound 

Organizations and Companies Comments 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-17 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 1.1 of the final EIS describes the regional need for energy.  
Broadwater has proposed a Project with the purpose of meeting at least a 
portion of this need by diversifying the source of natural gas, providing 
storage, and adding up to 1 bcfd of natural gas to the regional supply.  As a 
result, we compared the proposed Project with alternatives and 
combinations of alternatives that can provide similar solutions to the long-
term energy needs of the region. 

Please see our response to comment OC1-16.
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OC1 - Save the Sound 

Organizations and Companies Comments 

 
 
 
OC1-18 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-19 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see our response to comment OC1-16.

Broadwater is proposing a Project that would make a significant 
contribution to meeting the long-term energy needs of the region.  
Section 1.1.5.4 of the final EIS addresses the March 2006 Synapse report, 
updates to the report, and additional information provided by Synapse 
during the public comment period.  Although we agree that the proposed 
solutions to the long-term energy needs of the region presented in the 
Synapse report are conceptually sound, they are not practical because there 
are no proposed or existing funding sources for the substantial 
infrastructure needed for the development of renewable resource energy 
projects.  In addition, these options would require a major commitment by 
energy users to change use habits, including financial commitments to 
replace existing equipment.   

We have addressed the options of demand management programs and 
renewable energy sources in Section 4.2 of the final EIS and have 
determined that they would offset only a small portion of the region’s 
energy needs. 
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OC1 - Save the Sound 
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OC1-21 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-22 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 1.1.5.4 of the final EIS addresses the March 2006 Synapse report, 
updates to the report, and additional information provided by Synapse.  Of 
all of the available projections, the Synapse report is one of only two 
reports we found that suggests there is not a need for additional natural gas 
supplies in the area, except during peak winter demand periods. 

Please see our response to comment OC1-19.
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OC1 - Save the Sound 

Organizations and Companies Comments 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-23 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 1.1.3.1 of the final EIS has been updated to include the 2007 
national demand projections, and Section 1.1.5.4 has been updated to 
address the claim by Synapse Energy Economics that the potential 
renewable and conservation alternatives presented in its initial report may 
have been conservative. 
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OC1-24 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-25 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-26 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 4.4.2 of the final EIS addresses potential alternatives to the Project 
in Canada and offshore of Massachusetts that could meet the currently 
projected natural gas needs of the region Broadwater proposes to serve. 

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 and to quantify the environmental impacts associated with 
transporting that gas to the Connecticut, Long Island, and New York City 
markets.  Impacts associated with these improvements would not be less 
than those associated with the proposed Broadwater Project. 

Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the 
proposed Broadwater Project that could provide projected natural gas and 
other energy demands of the New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut 
markets.  These alternatives include energy conservation, renewable energy 
sources (including wind and tidal power), and other existing and proposed 
LNG terminal and pipeline projects (including Islander East, Millennium, 
Northeast - 07, and Safe Harbor). 
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OC1 - Save the Sound 

Organizations and Companies Comments 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-27 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-28 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

It is FERC’s opinion that the needs analysis presented in Section 1.1 of the 
final EIS and the alternatives analysis presented in Section 4.0 of the final 
EIS meet the requirements of the NEPA environmental review for the 
Project.  In addition, those sections provide an accurate review of regional 
energy needs and an analysis of all potential alternatives.   

Section 4.0 of the final EIS provides a quantitative evaluation of 
environmental impacts of a wide variety of alternatives to the proposed 
Project, in accordance with NEPA.  Additional technical responses to 
specific comments that are intended to support the commentor’s general 
premise are provided in responses to comments OC1-47 and OC1-48. 
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OC1 - Save the Sound 

Organizations and Companies Comments 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-29 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-30 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see our response to comment OC1-16.

FERC has the responsibility to consider each application for development 
of an LNG terminal on its own merit, and the standard FERC EIS for each 
LNG project evaluates the project’s purpose and need.  The alternatives 
considered and evaluated in our review consider alternative technologies 
and locations capable of meeting the project objectives.  All of these have 
been considered in the Broadwater final EIS.   
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OC1 - Save the Sound 

Organizations and Companies Comments 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-31 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-32 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Commission is responsible for reviewing applications for authorization 
of energy projects.  We have conducted an extensive review of available 
needs studies for the region that would be served by the proposed Project 
and provided a summary of the relevant information in Section 1.1 of the 
final EIS.   

FERC considered renewable energy and conservation, and concluded that 
reliance on these sources alone is not a practical solution for satisfying the 
need for a reliable source of energy to the target markets (see 
Section 1.1.5.4 of the final EIS).  This is because there is neither a proposed 
or existing funding source for the substantial infrastructure needed for the 
development of baseload renewable energy projects nor is consumer 
behavior consistent with the supposition of significant reductions in per 
capita energy consumption.  In addition to supply volumes, FERC 
considered overall supply reliability and price volatility (see Section 3.6.8 
of the final EIS). 
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OC1 - Save the Sound 

Organizations and Companies Comments 

 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-33 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-34 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 1.1 of the final EIS has been revised to include the most up-to-date 
projections available to us at the time the final EIS was written.  In 
preparing Section 1.1 of the EIS, we reviewed Broadwater’s analysis of 
energy demand for the region, but we did not rely on that analysis in 
conducting our own assessment.  FERC staff reviewed the available 
literature on the subject and presented our own analysis in all versions of 
the EIS.  FERC has not used Broadwater’s statements as if they were our 
own.  Further, we want to make it clear that the assertion that the proposed 
Project would save citizens an average of $300 to $400 dollars per year was 
made by Broadwater, not FERC.  That claim did not appear in any version 
of the EIS.   

The EIS does not address any claim Broadwater may have made regarding 
saving money.  Section 3.6 of the final EIS does note that LIPA estimated 
$14.8 billion in New York State-wide savings between 2010 and 2020.  An 
analysis of specific cost savings to individual citizens is not a part of our 
environmental review process.  However, we addressed the general issue of 
price stability in Sections 1.1 and 3.6 of the final EIS.  In those sections, we 
assert that if regional prices are to be stabilized and if the integrity and 
reliability of the region’s home heating and energy networks are to be 
maintained, new sources of natural gas—preferably from regions outside 
the Gulf of Mexico and Canada—are needed for the New York City, Long 
Island, and Connecticut markets.  We also state that use of LNG would 
diversify the energy portfolio of New York City, Long Island, and 
Connecticut and could ease the upward pressure on natural gas prices 
associated with a tightening domestic gas market.   

Absent firm contracts, LNG carriers can deliver their cargo to any LNG 
terminal with excess capacity in the world.  This spot market flexibility, 
combined with long-term contracts where entities find such flexibility to be 
beneficial, is in fact one of the features that mitigates price differentials and 
fluctuation.   
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OC1 - Save the Sound 

Organizations and Companies Comments 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-35 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-36 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-37 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

All regulatory authority concerning the purchase and importation of LNG 
falls under the jurisdiction of the Department of Energy.  FERC does not 
have the legal authority to require the Broadwater Project to have firm 
contracts in place as a condition of approval, as requested by the 
commentor.  

Please see our response to comment OC1-33.  

Please see our response to comment OC1-33.  
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OC1-38 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-39 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see our response to comment OC1-33.  

Please see our response to comment OC1-33.  
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Organizations and Companies Comments 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-40 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-41 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see our response to comment OC1-33.  

Absent unexpected disruption, the portion of gas supply that is represented 
by “firm” commitments is fulfilled regardless of demand in other regions.  
Only the portion of the supply that is represented by interruptible contracts 
is subject to demand fluctuations.  Section 4.4 of the final EIS identifies 
alternatives that could meet the natural gas demands of the region.  
However, we determined that each of the alternatives has a greater 
environmental impact than those of the proposed Project.   
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OC1-42 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-43 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As described in Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS, delivery of natural gas from 
Canadian LNG facilities to the market that Broadwater would serve would 
require installation of a substantial amount of new infrastructure.  We have 
determined that the environmental impacts associated with the new 
infrastructure would be greater than the impacts of implementation of the 
Broadwater Project. 

Section 4.4.4 of the final EIS discusses potential site locations for a new 
LNG terminal that would serve the Connecticut, Long Island, and New 
York City energy markets.  The commentor suggests that an LNG facility 
located in the Gulf of Mexico and connected to an interstate natural gas 
“grid” could meet some or all of the Project objectives.  We agree that gas 
can be brought to a particular market from distant sources.  However, a 
new source of gas does not provide additional transportation capacity.  The 
existing infrastructure is already utilized by shippers.  New pipeline 
infrastructure is necessary to transport new sources of natural gas to the 
target markets.  We conclude that, in general, the closer an LNG terminal is 
to its target markets, the fewer environmental impacts occur.  This is 
because of the need to construct a longer pipe or increased air emissions 
associated with operation of new or updated compressor stations necessary 
to ensure that gas enters the interstate pipeline system or systems at an 
appropriate operating pressure. 
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Organizations and Companies Comments 

 
 
 
OC1-44 
 
 
 
 
OC1-45 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-46 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see our response to comment OC1-42.

As described in Section 1.1.6 of the final EIS, natural gas provided by the 
Broadwater Project would increase the diversity of the region’s energy 
portfolio and could help stabilize natural gas prices.  In a report prepared 
for LIPA, Levitan and Associates (2007) estimates cost savings to New 
York State consumers of $14.8 billion between 2010 and 2020 (see 
Section 3.6 of the final EIS).    

Please see our response to comment OC1-33.  Specifically, Section 1.1 of 
the final EIS has been updated to include the increased transmission 
capacity in southwestern Connecticut. 
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OC1 - Save the Sound 

Organizations and Companies Comments 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-47 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 4.0 of the final EIS addresses a comprehensive array of pipeline 
and LNG system alternatives, LNG terminal locations, and pipeline routes.  
The evaluation provided did not leave “viable alternatives unexamined” 
and meets or exceeds the requirements of NEPA. 
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Organizations and Companies Comments 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-48 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 4.4 of the final EIS addresses alternative locations for an LNG 
terminal that could supply natural gas to markets in Long Island, New York 
City, and Connecticut.  Clear reasoning for the proposed location is 
provided and discussed.  Section 4.5.1 of the final EIS explains that in 
order to transport significantly more natural gas through this pipeline from 
a point closer to Connecticut south to Long Island and New York City, the 
IGTS pipeline would need to be modified to increase its volume.  Further, 
additional onshore or offshore compression would need to be added to push 
a larger volume of gas through the IGTS pipeline at a sufficient velocity.  
By placing additional natural gas that is under pressure closer to the IGTS 
pipeline terminus (downstream or further south), the proposed Project 
would provide natural gas directly or via displacement to all three markets 
while avoiding the environmental impacts associated with IGTS pipeline 
upgrades and construction of additional compression facilities.  Finally, an 
FSRU sited in Connecticut waters would result in greater visual impacts to 
Connecticut coastal residents than the location proposed by Broadwater. 
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OC1-49 
 
 
 
OC1-50 
 
 
 
 
OC1-51 
 
 
 
 
OC1-52 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see our response to comment OC1-48.

Please see our response to comment OC1-48.

Please see our response to comment OC1-48.

Please see our response to comment OC1-48.
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OC1-53 
 
 
 
OC1-54 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sections 4.4.2 and 4.5 of the final EIS describe the potential impacts of 
various alternative pipeline locations. 

As described in the responses above, the final EIS has been updated to 
more completely describe the environmental setting and to assess potential 
impacts.   
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OC1-55 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-56 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FERC has reviewed the comments provided by these scientists, and the 
issues identified have been addressed in the final EIS.  In addition, we have 
provided responses to their specific comments in both our responses to 
letter IN-40 and in Table 2.2-5 (Appendix N in this final EIS). 

The final EIS has been expanded, as appropriate, to incorporate the results 
of recent field studies, additional literature, and technical comments 
provided by federal, state, and local agencies; organizations; academia; the 
private sector; and the public.  The resource reports included in the 
Broadwater application were developed with input on draft versions from 
FERC staff and our federal and state cooperating agencies.  These draft 
versions were also provided in the FERC docket for public review and 
comment.  During the extensive pre-filing process for Broadwater, the 
resource reports were modified to reflect the needs for the interagency 
review team.  As a result of the input from FERC, the interagency team, 
and commentors, the resource reports filed with the application did contain 
many of the elements necessary to generate the draft EIS.  Subsequent 
information gathered from numerous sources has been assembled and 
analyzed by FERC staff and has been included, as appropriate, in the final 
EIS.   
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OC1-57 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-58 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-59 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 1.1 refers to New York’s Energy Policy Task Force (2004), Con 
Edison, and TFOLIS (2003) when stating that new gas pipeline capacity 
would reduce the amount of fuel oil consumed, which would provide 
regional air quality benefits.  We concur with this conclusion.  In recent 
years, the Commission has chosen to exercise a less intrusive degree of 
economic regulation for new LNG import terminals and does not require 
the applicant to offer open-access service or to maintain a tariff or rate 
schedules for its terminal service.

As discussed in Section 3.9.1.1 of the EIS, the Standard Industrial 
Classification (SIC) code, “natural gas storage and transmission” (SIC 
4922) was determined by Broadwater to be the most applicable for the 
FSRU.  Regarding PSD applicability, in a letter dated August 9, 2007, EPA 
Region 2 made a formal determination to accept the methodology used by 
Broadwater to calculate the PTE for the Project (including those 
methodologies used to calculate vessel emissions during LNG unloading 
activities).  This determination also rendered the Project not subject to 
PSD. However, Broadwater must still demonstrate that emissions do not 
exceed PSD applicability thresholds and would submit a plan to monitor 
and demonstrate compliance with its annual PSD limit as part of its Title V 
Operating Permit application.   

Please see our response to comment OC1-58.
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OC1-60 
 
 
 
OC1-61 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-62 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-63 
 
 
OC1-64 
 
 
OC1-65 
 
 
 

A description of the carbon monoxide emissions associated with the 
proposed Project is provided in Section 3.9.1.2 of the final EIS, based on 
all available information for all potential sources of emissions for Project 
operation—including FSRU, LNG carriers, tugs, and support vessels. 

The data provided in Table 9-13 of Resource Report No. 9 for “LNG 
carrier unloading” accurately represents emissions from a conventional 
steam turbine vessel of 140,000-m3 cargo capacity unloading at a rate of 
10,000 m3 per hour.  Emissions for the LNG carrier portion of “Carrier 
Transit and Support Vessel” emissions were determined for a conventional 
steam turbine vessel of 140,000-m3 capacity (Table 3.9.1-13 in the final 
EIS).  This type of vessel, or slightly larger, would deliver LNG to 
Broadwater throughout the Project life but would most likely predominate 
in the earlier years.  Subsequent to discussions with EPA Region 2 
regarding proportioning of emissions from the steam turbine LNG carriers 
into hoteling, unloading, and transit components, the emission estimates 
have been revised as presented in Table 3.9.1-13 in the final EIS. 

The FSRU would be required to operate in accordance with current 
nonattainment NSR control strategies, as described in Section 3.9.1.1 of the 
final EIS, to limit emissions of CO and NOx from the operation of the 
FSRU.  Although the control technology related to the LNG carriers is 
beyond the scope of the EIS because carriers would be part of the 
international fleet and not under the control of Broadwater, in order to 
futher reduce SO2 emissions, Broadwater would accept an annual average 
fuel sulfur limit of 2.7 percent for the LNG carriers on a 12-month rolling 
average, and would also accept a maximum sulfur fuel limit of 3.2 percent 
for LNG carriers servicing the FSRU. This is discussed in Section 3.9.1.2 
of the final EIS.   

The discussion of nonattainment in Section 3.9.1.1 of the final EIS applies 
to the NJ-NY-CT Interstate AQCR. 

Section 3.9.1 of the final EIS has been updated to address greenhouse gases 

As discussed in response to comment LA15-4, the final EIS has been 
modified to address sediment conversion and invasive species.  As stated in 
response to comments OC1-144 and FA4-2 and in Section 3.2.3.2 of the 
final EIS, LNG carriers would not be expected to discharge ballast water 
into Long Island Sound.   
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OC1-66 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-67 
 
 
 
 
OC1-68 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

We have addressed these issues in our specific responses to comments to 
Coastal Vision’s letter (see responses to comments OC1-117 through 
OC1-153). 

Please see our response to comment OC1-2.

Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to more fully describe 
backfilling success for previous linear projects in Long Island Sound.  The 
results of this review indicate that natural and mechanical backfilling have 
been largely successful in some areas of Long Island (Cross Sound Cable 
and offshore portion of the IGTS pipeline) and not in others (Eastchester 
pipeline and nearshore portion of the IGTS pipeline).  The final EIS 
includes a recommendation that Broadwater backfill the trench and monitor 
its success. 
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OC1-69 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see our response to comment OC1-15.
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OC1-70 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-71 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The NYSOGS is responsible for issuing easements for use of underwater 
lands of Long Island Sound that are in the State of New York.  
Section 3.5.2.2 of the final EIS indicates that the 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.  As described in 
Section 3.6.6.2 of the final EIS, the fees and conditions associated with an 
easement would be negotiated between Broadwater and New York State.   

Section 3.5.7.4 of the final EIS addresses the proposed Project in relation to 
public trust issues.  Legal issues related to public trust lands are not a 
component of our environmental review process and therefore are not 
included in the final EIS. 
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OC1-72 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see our response to comment OC1-2.
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OC1-73 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-74 
 
 
 
 
OC1-75 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Seafloor disturbance during construction of the FSRU would take place 
outside of the United States and would not affect the Sound.  Installation of 
the Broadwater pipeline and the YMS would be similar to previous 
construction in the Sound, including installation of the IGTS pipeline, the 
Eastchester pipeline, and the Cross Sound Cable, and construction of the 
petrochemical transfer platforms off the Long Island coastline.  Section 
3.7.1.3 of the final EIS and Tables 2-1 and 2-5 of the WSR (Appendix C of 
the final EIS) make it clear that large commercial vessels would not be new 
to Long Island Sound:  tankers, cargo ships, and large passenger vessels 
commonly transit the Sound.  As addressed in Section 3.5.6 of the 
final EIS, the presence of the offshore components of the Project and the 
LNG carriers would not result in a significant impact on the visual 
resources of the area.  Therefore, we have no support for rendering the 
conclusion that the Project would “shatter the character of the Sound and its 
coastal communities.”   

Please refer to our impact analyses in the final EIS in Sections 3.7.1.4 
(commercial fishing and shipping), 3.5.2 (land use), 3.5.5 (recreational 
boating and fishing and tourism), and 3.5.6 (visual resources).   

Impacts associated with use of the onshore facilities are addressed in 
Sections 3.5.2.3, 3.7.2.3, and 3.8.5 of the final EIS.  Broadwater would use 
existing onshore facilities rather than construct new ones.  The onshore 
facilities would be used to support the offshore operations.  This would 
include providing warehouse space for supplies and materials, office space 
for workers, and docking areas for tugs.  By selecting existing facilities for 
Project-related use that would be similar to current use, we do not 
anticipate that significant impacts would be associated with use of the 
onshore facilities.   

Also, as discussed in Section 3.9.1.2 of the final EIS, the increase in tug 
traffic to and from the onshore facility would have an insignificant impact 
on onshore air quality.   
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We do not believe that Broadwater was encouraged to propose its Project 
due to the presence of the two offshore platforms; these platforms were in 
place for decades prior to our receipt of the Broadwater application.  We 
find no support for the claim that authorization of the proposed Project 
could serve as a precedent for further industrialization of the waters of 
Long Island Sound (see Section 3.5.2.2 of the final EIS). 

We have noted the presence of these two facilities as part of the existing 
environment and indicate that there are existing industrial uses offshore of 
Long Island.  

Section 3.5.7 of the final EIS has been revised to address the proposed 
Project in consideration of the Long Island Sound Stewardship Act.   
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The WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) presents the results of a detailed 
analysis of the current uses of Long Island Sound and the effect of the 
proposed use by the Broadwater Project.  Sections 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the 
final EIS have been revised to provide additional details on potential 
impacts to recreational boating and fishing due to the presence of the 
proposed safety and security zones around the FSRU and the LNG carriers.  
As noted in both the WSR and the EIS, nearly all recreational boating takes 
place within about 3.5 miles of the shoreline and would therefore not be 
affected by the Project, except for some recreational boating at and in the 
vicinity of the Race. 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, including recreational boaters, to 
the extent practical, as recommended by the Coast Guard in Section 8.4 of 
the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS).  Therefore our finding remains the 
same:  the impact to recreational fishing and boating would not be 
significant for a variety of reasons as described in the above-mentioned 
sections of the final EIS. 

We are not aware of which estimates of acreage in the EIS the commentor 
is disputing.  Sections 3.7.1.4 and 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS address the 
impacts to public use due to the proposed safety and security zones around 
the FSRU and the LNG carriers, and describe why we consider the impacts 
to be minor and temporary when they occur, although they would 
periodically occur throughout the life of the Project.   
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The safety and security zone of each LNG carrier would cover an area of 
approximately 2,040 acres, and only one carrier would be present in the 
Sound at any one time.  Therefore, Save the Sound’s use of 4,080 acres of 
exclusion area is not appropriate.  Further, the entire transit path of an LNG 
carrier would not be an exclusion zone, as implied by the Save the Sound’s 
comment that there would be “a near constant ribbon of traveling 
exclusionary area from the Race to the FSRU.”  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 
would be about 15 minutes (the length of the safety and security zone from 
front to back would be about 3.7 miles), and the exclusion area along the 40 
miles between the Race and the proposed location of the FSRU would be 
the 2,040-acre area around the single LNG carrier as it transits the Sound.  
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.   

Each LNG carrier and its associated safety and security zone would be in 
transit from the Race to the FSRU and back to the Race for up to about 9 
hours (round trip); the berthing, unloading, and deberthing of each carrier 
within the proposed safety and security zone of the FSRU would be 
accomplished in approximately 25 hours.  Assuming a maximum of three 
carriers per week (156 per year), LNG carriers and their associated safety 
and security zones would be in transit in Long Island Sound outside of the 
proposed safety and security zone of the FSRU about 16 percent of the time 
each year.  Broadwater anticipates that 118 carriers would be required to 
provide the annual volume of LNG necessary for full production, which 
would result in carriers and their associated safety and security zones being 
in transit in the Sound about 12 percent of the time each year.  Therefore, 
the public would not be able to use of an area of about 2,040 acres in Long 
Island Sound (about 0.2 percent of the area of the Sound) for about 12 to 16 
percent of the time each year.   
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The overall impact of the Project on marine transportation in Long Island 
Sound can best be assessed using vessel arrival data for all of Long Island 
Sound, as presented in Table 2-1 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final 
EIS).  As indicated in Section 2.2.1 of the WSR, approximately 460 
foreign-flag vessels enter the Sound per year.  As stated in Section 4.4.2 of 
the WSR, the addition of the LNG carriers would result in a 20- to 30-
percent increase in foreign-flag vessels.  The overall increase in 
commercial vessel traffic in Long Island Sound would be less than 1 
percent (WSR Section 8.2).  Use of the waterway by vessels of the size of 
the LNG carriers would be consistent with current use, and the Coast Guard 
considers the addition of the LNG carriers to be a manageable situation 
with implementation of the mitigation measures they have recommended in 
the WSR.   

As noted in both the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) and the EIS, 
nearly all recreational boating takes place within about 3.5 miles of the 
shoreline, toward centers of higher population along western Long Island 
Sound, or is concentrated around the Race.  The proposed location of the 
FSRU is more than 9 miles from the nearest shoreline in the central basin 
of Long Island Sound.  Therefore, the siting of the FSRU would not have a 
significant impact on existing recreational boating or fishing.  In addition, 
as stated in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, 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 but long-term 
impact on commercial vessels.  The Coast Guard has made a preliminary 
determination, pending completion of the NEPA analysis, that with 
implementation of the mitigation measures it has proposed, operation of the 
Project in Long Island Sound would be manageable.  FERC expects that 
these mitigation measures would be required if the Broadwater Project is 
authorized.  Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS has been revised to more 
clearly describe FERC’s approach to this issue.   

Please see our response to comment OC1-79.
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The WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) presents the results of a detailed 
analysis of the current uses of Long Island Sound, including uses of the 
Race, and the effect of the proposed use by the Broadwater Project.  
Because LNG carriers would pass through the Race in about 25 to 35 
minutes up to six times per week (three round trips), Save the Sound’s 
comment that the “navigational lanes may be permanently disrupted on a 
regular basis” is unfounded.  As noted in both the EIS and the WSR, some 
vessels using the Race may experience temporary delays, and other vessels 
may not be affected at all since there would be room between the safety and 
security zones surrounding the carriers as well as alternative routes for 
many vessels.  Although these temporary delays would occur for the life of 
the Project, they would not result in permanent or continuous disruption of 
the Race. 

The discussion of impacts to ferry service has been revised in the final EIS, 
in response to comments from Cross Sound Ferry Services, Inc. (see 
Section 3.7.1.4).  Because the LNG carriers and the FSRU would be at least 
15 miles east of the Bridgeport-Port Jefferson ferry route (see Figure 3.5-2 
in the final EIS), that ferry system would not be affected by operation of 
the Project.  As addressed in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, the impact to 
ferry service within harbors hosting Broadwater tugs and onshore facilities 
would be mitigated by use of normal maritime protocol.  As a result, the 
Greenport-Shelter Island ferry would not be affected either by operation of 
the tugs associated with the Project or by the LNG carriers.   

The economic theory explaining that property values reflect recreational 
opportunity and the research supporting the conclusion that the Broadwater 
Project would not likely alter recreational values are detailed in Sections 
3.6.5 and 3.6.8.3 of the final EIS.  To summarize, a component of home 
and property values includes the value associated with proximity to high-
quality recreational experiences.  In addition, after an extensive literature 
review (described in Section 3.6.5), FERC found no evidence indicating 
that property values are likely to be affected by the proposed Project.  We 
consider it highly unlikely that the proposed Project would significantly 
affect onshore recreation. 
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Please see our response to comment OC1-88.

While the purpose of the safety zone is to protect the public and the 
maritime transportation system from the hazards posed by a breach of the 
LNG carriers or FSRU tanks, the size of the zone is not tied directly to the 
thermal hazards posed by such a breach.  The function of the safety zone is 
to reduce the probability of such a release occurring by creating a buffer 
zone around the LNG carriers and the FSRU.  Additionally, it provides 
adequate distance and time for escort vessels to take mitigating measures to 
prevent accidents.  

FERC staff and the Coast Guard, in accordance with NVIC 05-05, used 
guidance from the Sandia Report to establish hazard zones around the 
FSRU and LNG carriers.  The Sandia Report (Sandia 2004) states that “The 
hazards would be low, approximately 5 kw/m2 beyond 1,600 m from even a 
large spill.”  For purposes of onshore siting, 49 CFR 193 and NFPA 59A 
specify a level of 5 kw/m2.  Therefore, FERC and the Coast Guard feel that 
5 kw/m2 is an appropriate value.  In addition, the GAO Report (GAO 
2007) agreed with the use of the 5-kw/m2 endpoint value.  
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The Sandia assessment referred to in the comment was conducted 
specifically for the proposed Cabrillo Port Project.  We have revised 
Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS to compare the Cabrillo Port analysis to the 
risk analyses conducted for the proposed Broadwater FSRU.  In summary, 
due to project-specific differences, which include tank sizes, spill sizes, and 
operating environments, the consequence analysis specific to the proposed 
Cabrillo FSRU is not applicable to the proposed Broadwater FSRU. 

The Coast Guard stated in Section 3.2.5.1 of the WSR (Appendix C of the 
EIS) that “under ideal conditions” LNG carrier transit of the Race would be 
from 12 to 15 knots and that weather, sea states, vessel traffic and other 
conditions may reduce the speed of the carriers through this portion of the 
route.  Given the size of a typical LNG carrier, carriers would be able to 
maintain a 12- to15-knot speed through a wide range of wind and sea 
conditions.  However, if conditions arise that might significantly affect the 
speed or maneuverability of a carrier, permission to enter the Sound may 
not be granted.  Further, the 15-minute transit time referred to in both the 
WSR and the final EIS for the passage of the proposed safety and security 
zone of a carrier to pass a point is based on a speed of 12 knots.   
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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 a Memoranda of Agreement for this purpose. 

The Coast Guard is responsible for accomplishing the tasks that by law, 
only the Coast Guard is authorized to conduct but may share other law 
enforcement responsibilities with state or local law enforcement agencies.  
Enforcement of the safety and security zones is a law enforcement function 
that can not be delegated to private security forces.  Private security forces 
could provide notification to vessels approaching the safety and security 
zone around the FSRU and provide on-board security for the FSRU, but 
private security forces cannot act as law enforcement representatives.  
Broadwater would provide funding for state or local law enforcement 
agencies for their involvement in the Emergency Response Plan, including 
enforcing the safety and security zone as described in Section 6.2.3.2 of the 
WSR. 

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) and a Facility Response Plan (as outlined 
in 33 CFR 154).  Further, FERC would need to approve the Emergency 
Response Plan developed by Broadwater as described in Section 3.10.6 of 
the final EIS.  If the resources needed to implement the plans are not 
available and properly funded, FERC would not allow operation of the 
Project.   
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As discussed in Section 3.11 of the final EIS, we considered potential 
impacts to the offshore waters of Long Island Sound and those projects that 
may influence those resources, including pipelines, telecommunication and 
electric transmission cables, dredge disposal sites, nearshore platforms, and 
commercial shipping.   

As described in Section 3.11.5.6 of the final EIS, the federal and state 
permitting process for air emissions incorporates the potential cumulative 
impacts to air quality.  Because of the Broadwater Project’s distance from 
shore, proposed emission control technology, and air permitting 
requirements, no significant cumulative impact to air quality would be 
associated with the Broadwater Project. 

N-581



OC1 - Save the Sound 

Organizations and Companies Comments 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC1-95 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As described in Section 3.5.2.2 of the final EIS, we found no support for 
the claim that the proposed Project could serve as a precedent for further 
industrialization of the waters of Long Island Sound.  Section 3.5.2.2 also 
indicates that the 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. 
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We have found nothing to support the contention that Broadwater was 
encouraged to propose its Project due to the presence of the two offshore 
platforms; these platforms were in place for decades prior to our receipt of 
the Broadwater application.  Further, we found no support for the claim that 
authorization of the proposed Project could serve as a precedent for further 
industrialization of the waters of Long Island Sound (see Section 3.5.2.2 of 
the final EIS).   

Sections 3.11.5, 3.3 and 3.5.6 of the final EIS have been expanded to more 
fully describe potential impacts of operational lighting and operational 
noise. 

We prepared the cumulative impact section in compliance with NEPA 
requirements and according to the guidance of CEQ.  As a result, we 
believe that Section 3.11 of the final EIS provides an adequate evaluation 
of the potential cumulative impacts associated with the proposed Project. 

Section 3.0 of the final EIS describes the various programs and regulatory 
oversight mechanisms focused on protecting the environment of Long 
Island Sound.  Section 3.5.5.2 addresses dredge disposal areas; Section 
3.5.7.1 addresses coastal zone consistency; Section 3.5.7.2 addresses the 
Long Island Sound Stewardship Act and the Long Island North Shore 
Heritage area; and Section 3.5.7.3 addresses the Comprehensive 
Conservation and Management Plan that is part of Long Island’s 
designation as an Estuary of National Significance.  The Marine Protection, 
Research and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA) is enforced by EPA.  As one of the 
agencies cooperating in the preparation of the final EIS, EPA did not 
identify any concerns related to the MPRSA. 
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Based on our determination regarding the overall environmental impact of 
implementation of the proposed Project with the recommended mitigation 
measures, we believe that our statements regarding the National Estuary are 
accurate.  Further, it is not clear why the CTDEP’s assessment of the 
Islander East Project is relevant because the Broadwater Project is not in 
the waters of Connecticut, and particularly, not in the nearshore waters of 
the Sound where there are greater concerns.  Section 3.5.7 of the final EIS 
has been revised to address other management programs relevant to Long 
Island Sound.   
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We have addressed the issues raised in this comment in the responses 
above. 
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