
2.1.7 Responses to Comments from Individuals  

Letter 
Number Commentor 

IN-01 Elizabeth and Brian Merrick 

IN-02 Edward Beutel 

IN-03 Marcia Wilkins 

IN-04 John Whittaker 

IN-05 William D. Nordhaus 

IN-06 Patricia Patterson Hauck 

IN-07 Thornton H. Lathrop 

IN-08 Kenneth Fox 

IN-09 Patricia Liano 

IN-10 Ann Carter 

IN-11 James C. Dunlop 

IN-12 Verna B. Lilburn 

IN-13 Peter Bergen and Tony DuMula 

IN-14 Tamara Fowls and Sarosh Wahla 

IN-15 Robert Fromer 

IN-16 Warren Spehar  

IN-17 Scott Carlin 

IN-18 Marian  Phillips 

IN-19 Leigh Russo 

IN-20 Robert W. Ramage 

IN-21 Syma Ebbin 

IN-22 No name (accession no. 200701235068) 

IN-23 Lenore Stelzer 

IN-24 Hugh MacLean 

IN-25 Michael Theiler 

IN-26 No name (accession no. 200701245018) 

IN-27 Diane Scully 

IN-28 Chad M. Lyons 

IN-29 Maureen Ward 

IN-30 Berman Family 

IN-31 Andrew and Elizabeth Greeene 

IN-32 Rose Perasa 

IN-33 Ann Marie Testa 

IN-34 Heather Cusack 

IN-35 David Kiremidjian 

IN-36 Nick Madden 
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Responses to Comments from Individuals (continued) 

 

Letter 
Number Commentor 

IN-37 Nick Kapatos 

IN-38 C. Thomas Paul  

IN-39 Franklin Bloomer 

IN-40 Stephen T. Tettlebach 

IN-41 Sarah Sorenson 

IN-42 Naomi Myers 

IN-43 Stephen Myers 

IN-44 Franis Rober Denig 

IN-45 Creig Peterson 

IN-46 John C. Baal 

IN-47 Philip Berns 

IN-48 Jason Mancini 

IN-49 Roger D. Flood 

IN-50 Elizabeth Raisbeck 

IN-51 Douglas Hill 

IN-52 Catherine Smith 

IN-53 Christopher Zurcher 

IN-54 Pat Lunden 

IN-55 Denise Ulrich 

IN-56 Kevin Ward 

IN-57 Marge Acosta 

IN-58 Marge Acosta 

IN-59 Jerry Shaw 

IN-60 Peter Brown 

IN-61 Thomas Cleveland 

IN-62 Barry Gorfain 
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IN1 – Elizabeth and Brian Merrick 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN1-1 The final EIS has been expanded to incorporate the results of recent field 

studies, additional literature, and technical comments.  Throughout the 
process, we have received input and review by federal, state, and local 
agencies; organizations; academia; the private sector; and the public.  
Where a choice between plausible scenarios to evaluate was available, we 
have generally examined the “worst” or most impactive scenario.  In 
addition, Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has been expanded based on a 
third-party review of the potential extent, magnitude, and duration of 
impacts to the seafloor and benthic community. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN1-2 As discussed in Section 4.0, 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.  
However, it should be understood that the infrastructure needed to use 
alternative energy sources requires a proponent willing to fund its 
construction and operation.  While conservation is theoretically an 
attractive alternative, available technical information documents that it is 
not sufficient to meet the region’s growing energy demands. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As noted in response to comment IN1-1, the final EIS has been updated 
based on additional information.  In accordance with NEPA, the text 
incorporates the technical determinations made by federal and state agency 
experts on the expected impacts of the proposed Project regarding the 
identified resources such as federally listed species (FWS and NMFS - 
Protected Resources Division), and safety and security (Coast Guard). 

IN1-3 
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IN1 – Elizabeth and Brian Merrick 
 

Individuals Comments 
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IN2 – Edward Beutel 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN2-1 Based on additional input from local experts from academia, federal and 

state agencies, and the private sector, the final EIS has been expanded to 
more completely describe the environmental setting as it pertains to 
identification and evaluation of potential impacts to Long Island Sound. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN2-2 Potential impacts to tourism and recreational industries are addressed in 

Sections 3.5.5.1, 3.6.8.2, and 3.6.8.3 of the final EIS.  
 
IN2-3 The Wading River public meeting was one of nine meetings held by FERC 

for public input.  It was the only meeting that experienced the problems you 
have described.  The public comment meeting site was selected based on 
two primary criteria.  First, we used the same school and meeting room for 
the public scoping meetings and experienced no problems.  We typically 
try to use the same venue again for public convenience.  Second, we 
wished to provide the best geographic location for interested parties.  When 
we solicited feedback on the public scoping meetings, the Wading River 
Middle School was singled out as most convenient.  We did make inquiries 
about the Wading River High School, but it was unavailable.  At any rate, 
we did screen several sites in the area over a period of several months prior 
to the comment meeting.  The decision was not rushed.  However, there is 
no doubt that the meeting structure would have benefited from the use of a 
larger venue.  As we stated in the public notice for the meetings and several 
times during the meetings, there is no limitation for the submittal of written 
comments and written comments are given equal weight to verbal 
comments expressed at the public meetings.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
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IN2 – Edward Beutel 
 

Individuals Comments 
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IN3 – Marcia Wilkins 
 

 
IN3-1 Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to incorporate additional 

detail regarding previous projects that used similar plowing methods and 
the degree to which seafloor contours were restored.  

 
IN3-2 Section 2.3.1.3 of the final EIS discusses specific details regarding YMS 

installation and associated pile-driving.  FERC recommends that 
Broadwater coordinate with NMFS to minimize impacts to marine 
resources, including threatened and endangered species, from pile-driving 
because NMFS has the authority and jurisdiction to determine appropriate 
mitigation and protective measures.  Specific information on the occurrence 
and habitats of threatened and endangered species is provided in 
Section 3.4 of the final EIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN3-3 As discussed in Section 3.4.1.1 of the final EIS, the North Atlantic right 

whale seldom occurs in Long Island Sound.  Section 3.4.1.2 of the final 
EIS provides an updated discussion of right whale avoidance measures.  In 
addition, as discussed in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, the proposed 
Project would result in less than a 1-percent increase in the vessel traffic in 
Long Island Sound.  Sections 3.3.2.2 (fisheries), 3.3.4.2 (marine mammals), 
and 3.4.1.1 (threatened and endangered species) of the final EIS discuss 
potential impacts to marine resources from noise.  These sections also 
describe appropriate measures to avoid and minimize potential impacts 
associated with construction and operation of the proposed Project. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN3-4 Based on ichthyoplankton surveys, four EFH-managed species occur in the 

Project area.  Water intakes would affect less than 0.1 percent of the total 
standing crop of the central basin of Long Island Sound.  FERC 
coordinated with NMFS in preparing the EIS and the EFH assessment to 
evaluate potential impacts on EFH and associated species.  The final EIS 
and EFH assessment (Appendix J of the final EIS) incorporate the specific 
technical input provided by NMFS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
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IN3 – Marcia Wilkins 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to reflect recent approvals 
of LNG projects in the Northeast.  The NGA and EPAct of 2005 require 
FERC to review applications for LNG terminals that are onshore or in state 
waters, irrespective of the number of applications received, approved, or 
rejected.  The number of projects proposed within a particular region is 
some indication of the strength of the future demand.  The market then 
determines which and how many terminals are built within a particular 
region.   

The final EIS has been expanded to address public concerns, more fully 
assess the potential impacts of the proposed Project, and refine appropriate 
mitigation to avoid and minimize environmental impacts in accordance 
with NEPA. 

Thank you for your comment.  We have described the need for the Project 
in Section 1.1 of the final EIS. 

As discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, all water discharges from 
the FSRU would be conducted in accordance with New York State 
regulations and Project-specific SPDES permit requirements.  Broadwater 
estimates that the engine cooling discharge from a steam-powered LNG 
carrier would return to within 1 °F of ambient levels within 75 feet of the 
point of discharge.  Thus, no measurable impact to ichthyoplankton 
populations associated with temperature would be expected. 

The potential impacts discussed throughout the final EIS are based on the 
best information available, using established scientific methods based on 
input from technical experts and federal, state, and local agencies. 

IN3-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN3-6 
 
 
 
 
IN3-7 
 
 
 
IN3-8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN3-9 
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IN4 – John Whittaker 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In addition to the quote provided in the comment, Section 3.7.1.4 of the 
final EIS indicates that FERC expects to require that Broadwater 
incorporate into the Project the recommendations made by the Coast Guard 
in Sections 4.6.1.2 and 8.4.1 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS).  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). 
 

As described in Section 3.4.1.1 of the final EIS, any speed restrictions to 
protect right whales would be implemented seaward of Long Island Sound 
and would not apply to vessels in the Race because right whales seldom 
occur in nearshore waters, such as the Race or Long Island Sound.  
Therefore, the estimated LNG carrier transit speeds presented in the EIS 
were not contradictory.  However, the issue of speed restrictions and other 
measures to protect right whales has been updated in Section 3.4.1.1 of the 
final EIS.   

Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS has been updated to address the impacts to 
commercial lobstermen, trawlers, and hand line fishermen due to the 
proposed moving safety and security zones around LNG carriers as they 
enter and exit the Sound.  This analysis considers the potential that other 
large vessels entering or exiting the Race may alter their course, taking 
them through areas with high lobster pot density.   

IN4-1 
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IN4 – John Whittaker 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN4-2 Please see our response to comment IN4-1.  
 
 
 
IN4-3 Sections 3.5.5.2, 3.6.8.1, and 3.7.1.4 have been revised in the final EIS to 

provide additional information on potential impacts to lobster fishermen.  
In addition, we have added the Connecticut Commercial Lobsterman’s 
Association to the mailing list for the final EIS. 

 
 
 
IN4-4 Thank you for your comment.  We have revised the final EIS to provide 

more detail on this potential impact and hopefully have addressed your 
concerns.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-850



IN4 – John Whittaker 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

Please see our response to comment IN4-1.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN4-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-851



IN5 – William D. Nordhaus 
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IN5 – William D. Nordhaus 
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IN5 – William D. Nordhaus 
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IN5 – William D. Nordhaus 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN5-1 This comment fails to appreciate or chooses to ignore the enormous costs 

involved in constructing and operating an LNG terminal.  The construction 
costs alone are in the range of three-quarters of a billion dollars.  Annual 
operation costs for purchasing LNG, transporting it, and regasifying the 
product are substantial.  Considering costs and revenues over the proposed 
lifetime of the proposed Project, the purchase price of an onshore terminal 
site would be negligible.  The proposed location of the FSRU is optimal for 
two factors: the proximity to an existing interstate natural gas pipeline and 
the separation between operations and population centers. 
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IN5 – William D. Nordhaus 
 

IN5-2 The hazards associated with operation of the proposed Project were 
extensively analyzed by FERC, the Coast Guard, and Broadwater using the 
currently recognized best model approach and conservative assumptions.  
The modeling approach used by FERC and the Coast Guard reflects the 
best available methods, conservative assumptions that would err on the side 
of public safety, and the most protective results.  In addition, the GAO 
Report (GAO 2007) presented a survey of experts who work in areas 
related to LNG risk, hazards, and consequence modeling.  The report 
determined that the primary hazard to the public would be heat from a fire.  
A total of 11 of the 15 experts were of the opinion that current methods for 
estimating LNG fire heat hazard distances are “about right” or too 
conservative.  Finally, FERC and the Coast Guard evaluated in detail the 
technologies proposed for the Broadwater Project.  While the combination 
of technologies proposed for the Broadwater FSRU have not been 
previously built or operated, the separate LNG receiving, storage, 
regasification, and sendout technologies are proven.  The American Bureau 
of Shipping, a certifying entity, reviewed the preliminary design of the 
FSRU and stated the following in a July 27, 2005 letter to Broadwater: 
“Whilst the concept of combining a floating re-gasification unit and 
distribution network with a yoke moored LNG hull can be viewed as a first 
time combination of systems, the technologies employed are not in 
themselves novel and are covered by established Rule criteria.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN5-3 Please see our response to comment IN5-2.  In addition, the methods used 

to estimate consequences are public and follow the highly scrutinized 
current methods for LNG consequence modeling.  

 
 
IN5-4 It is incorrect to state that safety and risk management would be left to 

Broadwater and “managed out of sight . . . with no public accountability.”  
Broadwater would be required to develop a satisfactory safety and security 
plan as well as an Emergency Response Plan in cooperation with federal, 
state, and local agencies as described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS.  If 
the plans are not approved by FERC and the Coast Guard, FERC would not 
provide Broadwater with the additional authorizations necessary for 
construction and operation of the Project.  In addition, the Coast Guard 
would periodically inspect the FSRU, the YMS, and the LNG carriers; and 
FERC would conduct annual inspections of the FSRU.  If those 
components of the Project do not meet the requirements of the approved 
designs, operating plans, safety and security plans, Emergency Response 
Plan, and other approved Project requirements, FERC would order that 
operation be terminated until the Project is in compliance with all 
requirements. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
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IN5 – William D. Nordhaus 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN5-5 The definition of what should or should not be classified as Critical Energy 

Infrastructure Information (CEII) is beyond the scope of an EIS.  However, 
FERC has authorized Broadwater to release most CEII information to 
individuals who sign a non-disclosure agreement; therefore, the public and 
outside experts do have access to the documents needed to assess the 
quality of the analyses. 
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IN5 – William D. Nordhaus 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Impacts of major releases of LNG were addressed in Section 3.10.5, and 
the resource sections throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS have been 
updated to further address the impacts of major releases of LNG along the 
carrier transit route.       

As noted throughout the final EIS, the FSRU would be about 9 miles from 
the nearest shoreline and a major release of LNG from the FSRU would not 
affect any community.  The LNG carrier routes also would be substantially 
distant from most shorelines.  A release of LNG from a carrier would not 
affect any community unless the carrier veered from the route, except for 
the theoretical possibility of an unignited vapor cloud reaching a shoreline 
(see Section 3.10.3.2 of the final EIS). 

IN5-6 
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IN5 – William D. Nordhaus 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

Locating the FSRU 9 miles from the nearest shore and a substantially 
greater distance from the commentor’s community and university protects 
both from impacts due to a major accident at the FSRU.  As described in 
Section 1.4.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) and in Section 
3.10.3.2 of the final EIS, the maximum possible distance an unignitable 
vapor cloud would extend from the FSRU is 4.7 miles, and FERC believes 
that situation is extremely unlikely (see Section 3.10.3.2 of the final EIS).  
The greatest distance the heat hazard zone would extend from the FSRU 
with a major LNG release and fire would be about 1 mile.  The community 
of the commentor and all other shoreline communities are well beyond 
those hazard distances. 

The financial liability associated with a terrorist attack is beyond the scope 
of this EIS. 

Legal liability issues are not a component of our environmental review 
process and therefore are not included in the final EIS.  The individual 
resource sections throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS have been 
expanded to describe the potential impacts of a major LNG release from a 
carrier along the transit route. 

Please see our responses to comments IN5-2 and IN5-6.

 
 
 
 
 
IN5-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN5-8 
 
 
 
IN5-9 
 
 
 
IN5-10 
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IN6 – Patricia Patterson Hauck 
 

 
 
 
IN6-1 As noted in the environmental impact assessments throughout Section 3.0 

of the final EIS, we believe that the overall impact of the Project on the 
Sound would be minor and would not negate the work done to improve the 
environmental conditions of the Sound.  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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
IN6-1 As described in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, any minimal impact to 

water temperatures would be highly localized.  The general water 
temperature of Long Island Sound would not increase; any increases that 
did occur would be measurable only within the immediate vicinity of some 
Project components.  Specifically, there would be no impact to water 
temperatures associated with the FSRU and the subsea pipeline.  The 
temperature of the water discharge from LNG carriers would return to 
within 1 °F of ambient levels within 75 feet of the point of discharge from 
the vessels.  Water temperatures would return to ambient conditions within 
4 feet of the exposed riser connecting the FSRU to the subsea pipeline.  
Thus, thermal impacts to spawning or nursery habitat, if any, would be 
minimal. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN6-3 Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS discusses benthic habitat recovery 

estimates.  This section also discusses post-construction monitoring results 
for several similar pipeline projects, including instances where seafloor 
recovery has been successfully accomplished and others where it has not.  
In Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS, FERC has included a recommendation 
that Broadwater mechanically backfill the trench, using native sediments, 
and assess post-construction success in coordination with appropriate 
federal and state resource agencies.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Noise and visual assessments are presented in Sections 3.9.2 and 3.5.6 of 
the final EIS.  Potential impacts to birds are addressed in Section 3.3.  As 
noted in those sections, operation of the Project would not result in 
significant impacts to use along the shorelines of the Sound.  

IN6-4 
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IN6 – Patricia Patterson Hauck 
 

Individuals Comments 
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IN7 – Thornton H. Lathrop 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN7-1 Direct impacts from installation of the proposed YMS and pipeline on 

benthic organisms and habitats (including shellfish) are discussed in 
Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS.  Impacts to water quality are discussed in 
Section 3.2.3 of the final EIS.  No drilling is associated with the proposed 
Project.   

 
 
 
 
 
IN7-2 Section 3.11.1.1 of the final EIS discusses specifics regarding the Islander 

East Pipeline Project.  The proposed Broadwater Project would affect 2,500 
fewer acres of seafloor than the Islander East pipeline.  The Islander East 
Project has been approved by FERC but has been delayed for several years 
because the State of Connecticut denied issuance of a water quality 
certificate for the project.  On October 5, 2006, the U.S. Court of Appeals 
ruled that the State of Connecticut did not sufficiently support its decision 
to deny a water quality certificate to the Islander East Pipeline Company, 
LLC.  On August 15, 2007, a U.S. District Judge remanded the U.S. 
Commerce Department’s decision to overrule the State of Connecticut’s 
denial of coastal zone consistency.  In addition, the Islander East Project 
would impact nearshore oyster areas.  The proposed Broadwater Project 
would be limited to the offshore areas of Long Island Sound. 
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IN7 – Thornton H. Lathrop 
 

 
 
IN7-3 As discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, discharges from the FSRU 

would not influence water temperatures.  Broadwater estimates that the 
cooling water discharge from a steam-powered LNG carrier would 
approximate ambient conditions (within 1°F) 75 feet of the point of 
discharge from the vessel and would readily comply with NYSDEC 
thermal water quality criteria (see Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS).  Being 
warmer, and therefore less dense, the slightly warmer water would tend to 
rise towards the surface.  The area affected would be extremely small and 
would not be lobster habitat.  Thus, any impacts of water temperature on 
lobsters would be negligible or nonexistent.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN7-4 FERC prepared the draft EFH assessment (Appendix E in the draft EIS) in 

coordination with NMFS, to evaluate potential impacts to EFH and 
associated species.  The final EIS presents the technical input provided by 
NMFS to protect EFH (Appendix J). 

 
 
 
IN7-5 Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to discuss invasive 

species.  LNG carriers are not expected to discharge ballast water into Long 
Island Sound. 

 
 
 
IN7-6 Section 3.3.4.2 of the final EIS discusses potential impacts to marine 

mammals from collisions with vessels.    
 
 
IN7-7 Additional information has been provided in Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS 

to address potential impacts on bird migrations and collisions with the 
FSRU and LNG carriers.   

 
 
 
IN7-8 The final EIS addresses these potential impacts in Sections 3.9.1.2, 3.9.2.2, 

3.3.2.2, 3.3.4.2, 3.4.1.1, 3.4.1.2, 3.2.3.2, and 3.10.2.4.  
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IN7 – Thornton H. Lathrop 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

As described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, during development of the 
Emergency Response Plan, Broadwater, the Coast Guard, and the involved 
agencies would consider a wide spectrum of response needs and the 
resources necessary to accomplish the associated security and response 
activities.  If the plan is not sufficient, or if either FERC or the Coast Guard 
has additional concerns regarding safety or security associated with 
implementation of the plan, Broadwater would not be authorized to initiate 
construction. 

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.   

The commentor has not indicated which impacts he believes were not 
addressed in the draft EIS.  We believe that the final EIS addresses all 
relevant potential impacts.  The safety analyses reported in Section 3.10.3 
of the draft EIS and in the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) were 
prepared using commonly accepted methods.  Section 4.0 of the final EIS 
addresses a wide spectrum of reasonable alternatives and has been prepared 
in compliance with NEPA regulations and CEQ implementation 
requirements and guidelines.  Section 1.1 of the final EIS presents our 
analysis of the supply and demand of energy for the region and identifies 
the need for an additional supply of natural gas.   

The issues raised by the commentor were addressed in the EIS in Sections 
3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4.  These sections have been revised in the final EIS to 
provide additional information.  Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS also has 
been revised to further address the impacts to commercial lobstermen, 
trawlers, and hand line fishermen from the proposed moving safety and 
security zones around LNG carriers as they enter and exit the Sound. 

 
 
IN7-9 
 
 
 
 
 
IN7-10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN7-11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN7-12 
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IN8 – Kenneth Fox 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN8-1 We recognize that measures to reduce demand for electricity and natural 

gas have been undertaken in the region and will continue in the future.  As 
described in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, however, the demand for 
electricity and natural gas in the region is expected to increase with per 
capita energy consumption and potential population growth, and electrical 
generators increasingly switch to gas-fired generating technology.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
IN8-2 An analysis of specific cost savings to individual citizens is not a part of 

our environmental review process and therefore was not addressed in the 
EIS.  The EIS does not state or imply that the Project would be “justified by 
the reduced cost of natural gas it will facilitate.”  However, we addressed 
the general issue of price stability in Section 1.1 of the EIS.   

 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-865



IN8 – Kenneth Fox 
 

Individuals Comments 
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IN9 – Patricia Liano 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN9-1 The NGA and EPAct of 2005 require FERC to review the applications for 

LNG terminals that are onshore or in state waters.  The EIS presents 
information on the proposed Project and the safety concerns and 
environmental impacts that could occur if the Project is approved. 
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IN9 – Patricia Liano 
 

IN9-2 The Coast Guard evaluated potential threats from terrorists, as reported in 
Sections 5 and 8 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS).  As noted in 
Section 8.2 of the WSR, if the Letter of Recommendation recommends 
approval and the Project is approved by FERC, then in accordance with 
facility and vessel regulations found in 33 CFR 101-105, the facility and 
vessel security plans would require annual adjustments of security 
measures.  Additionally, security postures and procedure could change 
based on threat assessments reflected in changes to the MARSEC 
conditions.  Overall, the Coast Guard has made the preliminary 
determination that the risks associated with the FSRU and LNG carriers are 
manageable with implementation of the mitigation measures recommended 
in the WSR.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN9-3 An LNG carrier incident would not occur in the Race during a major storm 

such as a Nor’easter or hurricane because an LNG carrier would not enter 
the Race during severe weather.  As stated in Section 3.10.4.5 of the final 
EIS, “Minimum visibility conditions would need to be satisfied before the 
LNG carrier would be allowed to proceed inbound.”  Incoming LNG 
carriers would remain at sea, outside Long Island Sound, until there is a 
sufficient period of suitable weather for the carrier to enter, berth, unload, 
deberth, and depart the Sound.   

The American Bureau of Shipping, a certifying entity, reviewed the 
preliminary design of the FSRU and stated the following in a letter dated 
July 27, 2005:  “Whilst the concept of combining a floating re-gasification 
unit and distribution network with a yoke moored LNG hull can be viewed 
as a first time combination of systems, the technologies employed are not 
in themselves novel and are covered by established Rule criteria.”  
Although the technologies proposed for the FSRU have not been previously 
combined into a single facility, the separate LNG receiving, storage, 
regasification, and sendout technologies are proven.  Further, as stated in 
Section 3.10.2 of the final EIS, regulations, industry standards, and 
classification society rules would govern the safe design, construction, and 
operation of the FSRU; and the YMS would be designed to withstand a 
Class 5 hurricane.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN9-4 As discussed in Section 3.2.3 of the final EIS, the discharges from the 

FSRU would not be heated.  Residual chlorine levels would be monitored 
and treated, as appropriate, to comply with NYSDEC standards for 
protection of aquatic life. 
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IN9 – Patricia Liano 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

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 address renewable energy sources, including 
wind and tidal power, as well as other existing and proposed LNG terminal 
and pipeline projects. 

IN9-5 
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IN10 – Ann Carter 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN10-1 As reported in Section 3.6.6 of the final EIS, construction and operation of 

the proposed Project would likely result in a minor net increase in tax 
revenue. 
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IN10 – Ann Carter 
 

 
IN10-2 In accordance with the requirements of the NGA and the EPAct of 2005, 

FERC is making a federal decision on the application submitted by 
Broadwater.  That process includes conducting an environmental review in 
compliance with NEPA, and the EIS for the Broadwater Project was 
prepared as a part of that review process.  As described in Section 1.2, the 
final EIS complies with NEPA guidelines, CEQ regulations for 
implementing NEPA, and FERC’s regulations for implementing NEPA.   

The New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) 
mandates a state environmental review process as a part of the application 
review process for state agencies.  However, because our decision on the 
proposed Project will be a federal action, the EIS does not address the 
requirements of SEQR.  Some of the assessments and other information 
included in the EIS may be similar to those required for a SEQRA impact 
analysis and may be useful to state agencies – many of which were 
involved in developing the analysis presented in the final EIS – in their 
reviews of the Project.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN10-3 Please see our response to comment IN10-2.
 
IN10-4 Section 4.2 of the final EIS has been updated to provide additional 

discussion of renewable energy, energy conservation, and other measures 
to provide energy needs.  We determined that each of these alternatives 
could either (a) not meet the projected energy needs of the New York City, 
Long Island, and Connecticut markets; or (b) not meet these needs without 
resulting in greater environmental impacts than the proposed Broadwater 
Project.  In addition, Sections 4.3 through 4.9 of the final EIS address a 
wide variety of other alternatives.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN10-5 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.  The 
public portions of that document are available in the FERC docket for the 
Project, as required by NEPA (note that this is a federal environmental 
review process, not a SEQRA environmental review process).  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. 
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IN10-6 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.  As noted in those 
sections, 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.  With 
use of existing facilities for Project-related activities that would be similar 
to the current use of the facilities, we do not anticipate significant 
additional impacts.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN10-7 Potential impacts of the Project on historic properties in Port Jefferson are 

addressed in Section 3.8.5 of the final EIS.  
 
 
 
 
IN10-8 As currently proposed, no significant impacts would be expected with the 

use of existing onshore facilities by the Project.  When the specific 
facilities are chosen and the final use plan is prepared, FERC is requiring 
Broadwater either (1) to confirm that no environmental impacts would be 
associated with the facilities; or (2) if the final use plans indicate a potential 
for currently unforeseen impacts, to comply with environmental permit 
requirements in order to ensure that any impacts that may occur are 
acceptable to state and local permitting authorities.   
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IN10-9 We addressed historic, scenic, and recreational resources in the EIS (see 

Sections 3.8, 3.5.6, and 3.5.5, respectively).  
 
IN10-10 Sections 3.1.2.2 and 3.2.3.1 of the final EIS provide an expanded 

discussion of the Stratford Shoal contingency plan.  
 
IN10-11 Potential impacts of the Project on cultural resources are addressed in 

Section 3.8.5 of the final EIS.  
 
IN10-12 The visual resources assessment presented in Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS 

fulfills NEPA requirements.  The potential impacts to visual resources that 
we described were based in part on information from the Visual Resources 
Assessment prepared by Broadwater’s consultant.  That report followed the 
guidelines and requirements of NYSEDEC for visual resources assessment.  
We have made the document available to the public in the Project docket, 
in compliance with NEPA.  Issues related to consistency with coastal zone 
policies are addressed in response to comment IN10-5. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN10-13 As described in Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS, our evaluation of the 

potential impacts to visual resources concludes that there would be a minor 
to moderate impact.  In addition, FERC has included a recommendation in 
Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS that Broadwater work with FWS and NMFS 
to develop a detailed lighting plan that would minimize impacts to avian 
species and marine resources.  Issues related to consistency with coastal 
zone policies are addressed in response to comment IN10-5. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
IN10-14 Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS has been updated to further address the 

potential visual impacts of the FSRU and LNG carriers on recreational 
boaters.  
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IN10-15 As described in response to comment IN10-12, the visual analysis was 

conducted in accordance with New York state agency requirements and 
guidelines.  The assessment presents views from many locations that are 
representative of sensitive views of the Sound; it was not reasonable to 
include an assessment of the visual impacts from all viewpoints.   

 
 
 
 
IN10-16 Issues related to consistency with coastal zone policies are addressed in 

response to comment IN10-5.  The night lighting plan is addressed in 
response to comment IN10-13.    

 
IN10-17 Please see our response to comment IN10-8.
 
 
IN10-18 Section 3.2.2 of the final EIS provides information on the requirement for 

an SPCC plan and an assessment of potential water quality impacts; 
Section 3.10.2.4 provides information on the receipt and storage of 
hazardous materials.  In addition, as is customary for all shipping traffic in 
Long Island Sound, vessels associated with the Project would be required 
to comply with MARPOL, an international convention that aims to prevent 
operational or accidental pollution of the marine environment by ships 
(IMO 1978).   

 
 
 
 
 
 
IN10-19 Marine mammals, sea turtles, and other large marine species near the 

proposed water intakes would not be affected due to the slow velocity of 
the intake (0.5 foot per second or less) and the small screen size (less than 
0.2-inch mesh screen).

 
 
 
IN10-20 Sections 3.3.2.2 and 3.3.4.2 of the final EIS have been expanded to more 

fully describe the potential impacts of lighting and water discharges on 
marine resources.  These findings conclude that no significant impact to 
marine resources is associated with the proposed Project. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-874



IN10 – Ann Carter 
 

IN10-21 Section 3.3.4 of the final EIS discusses marine mammals that occur in Long 
Island Sound, including seals and dolphins, and the potential impacts on 
these species from the proposed Project. 

 
 
 
IN10-22 Thank you for your comments.  The discussion in Section 3.3.5 of the final 

EIS has been expanded regarding the potential impacts of lighting on 
migratory birds based, in part, on an updated lighting plan.  In addition, we 
have included a recommendation that Broadwater coordinate with FWS 
and NMFS to develop a detailed lighting plan that will be protective of 
avian species, fish species, and marine mammals.  Potential impacts to 
threatened and endangered species are discussed in Section 3.4 of the final 
EIS.  The lighting plan is publicly available in FERC’s docket for the 
Broadwater LNG Project (Docket No. CP06-54-000, 
Accession #20070515-4011). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN10-23 As described in Section 3.9.1 of the final EIS, regulatory review and 

permitting for air emissions are the responsibility of EPA and NYSDEC.  
Therefore, the final EIS describes what the potential emissions are, 
identifies proposed mitigation, and describes the status of agency review 
and permitting.  The proposed Project cannot proceed without its federal 
and state air permits. 

 
 
 
 
 
IN10-24 It is not clear what hazardous materials the commentor believes would be 

dumped into Long Island Sound, but Section 3.10.2.4 of the final EIS 
provides information on the receipt, storage, and proper disposal of 
hazardous materials, all of which would be done in accordance with all 
federal and state regulations and permits.

 
 
 
 
IN10-25 Hazardous materials would be transported on land in accordance with then-

current state and federal regulations regarding the transport of hazardous 
materials.   
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IN10-26 Aqueous ammonia would be containerized and stored on the FSRU.  
Sodium hypochlorite would not be stored on the FSRU but would be 
generated onboard the FSRU as needed.  We recognize that these chemicals 
are incompatible; however, the use of them on the FSRU would comply 
with the manufacturer’s material safety data sheets for the materials and the 
requirements of Broadwater’s Operations Manual which would incorporate 
the applicable regulatory requirements (as described in Section 3.10.2.4 of 
the final EIS). 

The FSRU would weathervane around the YMS in response to wind, tide, 
and currents.  In most windy situations, the bow would likely be headed 
into the wind, and the FSRU would not create a substantial wind shadow.  
If the FSRU is not turned into the wind due to heavy currents or tidal 
action, the effects of a wind shadow would likely be minimal outside of the 
nearly 0.7-mile distance between the FSRU and the edge of the proposed 
safety and security zone.   

While the draft EIS explicitly stated that anti-fouling paint would be 
necessary on the FSRU, Section 3.2.3.1 of the final EIS includes a 
recommendation that Broadwater initially use silicon paint for the hull of 
the FSRU instead of using the copper-based paint proposed by Broadwater.  
There would be no re-application of paint on the hull below the waterline 
during Project operations. 

Section 3.10.2.4, which has been updated to include a discussion on a spill 
of ammonia at the FSRU, includes information on hazardous materials used 
on the FSRU.  Section 3.2.2.1of the final EIS includes a recommendation 
for Broadwater to prepare an SPCC plan.  Broadwater would be required to 
prepare an Emergency Response Plan as described in Section 3.10.6 of the 
final EIS.  These plans would address the use and potential for release of 
hazardous materials and the emergency response procedures that would be 
followed if an incident were to occur during construction or operation of 
the Project.  FERC must approve the Emergency Response Plan prior to 
any final approval to begin construction.  If the plans are not sufficient, or 
if FERC or the Coast Guard has additional concerns regarding safety, 
security, or environmental impacts associated with implementation of the 
plans, Broadwater would not be authorized to operate the Project.  Further, 
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).   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN10-27 
 
 
 
 
 
IN10-28 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN10-29 
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IN10-29 (Continued) 

The closest point of the proposed safety and security zone around the 
FSRU would be over 8 miles from the New York shoreline and more than 
10 miles from the Connecticut shoreline.  That would leave a substantial 
area for sailboats to traverse that portion of the Sound.   

In addition, as noted in Section 3.1.2.3 of the WSR (Appendix C of the 
final EIS) and in Section 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS, the highest density of 
recreational boating is within 3.5 miles of the shoreline.  Therefore, most 
recreational boating would not be affected by the proposed safety and 
security zone around the YMS and FSRU.  Finally, we do not believe that it 
is appropriate to compare the effects on the wind that may be exerted by the 
bluffs on Long Island’s north shore with the possible effects on wind of a 
facility (the FSRU) that is orders of magnitude smaller.  As noted above, 
we do not anticipate that the FSRU would create a wind shadow that would 
affect sailing vessels outside of the proposed safety and security zone. 
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IN10-30 As stated in the draft EIS, any speed restriction for right whales would be 

implemented in the Atlantic Ocean, not in Long Island Sound.  Section 
3.4.1.2 of the final EIS provides an updated discussion of right whale 
avoidance measures.  Within Long Island Sound, LNG carriers typically 
would travel at a speed of 12 knots based on current navigation practices in 
those areas. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN10-31 The 15-minute transit time is based on a 12-knot LNG carrier speed, 

applicable to general transit activities.  The carrier would decrease speed 
during final approach to the FSRU and during berthing and deberthing 
activities.  However, much of the slowing would be within the proposed 
fixed safety and security zone around the YMS and FSRU and therefore 
would not affect marine traffic.   

The direction of approach to the FSRU would vary depending on the 
prevailing wind and current vectors at the time.  As noted in Section 3.1.2.3 
of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) and in Section 3.5.2.1 of the 
final EIS, the highest density of recreational boating is within 3.5 miles of 
the shoreline.  Therefore, most recreational boating would not be affected 
by the LNG carriers, even if slowing and turning into the FSRU from either 
the north or the south.  Sailors that are far enough offshore to be in the 
general area of an LNG carrier could slow their vessels to avoid a conflict 
with the proposed moving safety and security zone around the LNG carrier; 
or if the zone is directly in the path of the sailing vessel, the sailor could 
alter course to pass in front of or behind the moving safety and security 
zone. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN10-32 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 
passenger vessels commonly transit Long Island Sound.  Any wind shadow 
effect of an LNG carrier would be comparable to that of similar-sized 
vessels that already transit the Race. 
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IN10-33 As described in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, it would take between 

approximately 25 and 35minutes for the entire proposed moving safety and 
security zone of an LNG carrier to pass through the 2.3-mile-wide area the 
Coast Guard defines as the Race, and this would occur no more than once 
per day.  This would require a minor delay for sailors and would allow 
sufficient time to pass through the Race during the generally calm period 
from about 1 hour before until 1 hour after a slack tide.  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).  Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS 
has been revised to more clearly describe FERC’s approach to this issue.   
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. 

Finally, as noted in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, there are alternative 
routes for vessels without deep drafts to enter or exit Long Island Sound on 
the east, including the area between Valiant Rock and Little Gull Island. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN10-34 

Please see our response to comment IN10-6.  Potential impacts to marine 
traffic associated with the use of onshore service facilities are addressed in 
Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS.  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 the use of service boats and 
tugs. 

Please see our response to comment IN10-28.
 
 
 
 
 
IN10-35 
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IN10-36 As noted in Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS, Broadwater would be required 

to file with FERC documentation of a compensation agreement with 
commercial fishermen.  Confidential agreements between Broadwater and 
the fishermen would not be made available for public review.  The 
proposed safety and security zone around the FSRU represents only 0.1 
percent of the area of the Sound, and implementation of the zone therefore 
would result in a minor impact on recreational lobster fishing.  Further, the 
Coast Guard would allow only Project-related activities within the 
proposed safety and security zone around the YMS and FSRU; this would 
not include lobster fishing by anyone, including Broadwater employees.   
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IN10-37 As described in Section 3.10 of the final EIS, FERC has assessed the safety 

of operation of the FSRU and would continue to review the continuing 
designs; operating manuals; and other aspects of construction; design; and 
operation before issuing authorization to operate.  FERC also would 
conduct annual inspections of the FSRU, and if it is found to be out of 
compliance with the authorized operating conditions, FERC would order 
Broadwater to terminate operation.  As documented in the WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS), the Coast Guard made the preliminary 
determination that the risks associated with operation of the FSRU and the 
LNG carriers could be properly managed with implementation of its 
recommended mitigation measures in the WSR. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN10-38 An LNG carrier would not need to deal with currents or wind conditions in 

the Race during a major storm, such as a Nor’easter or hurricane, because 
an LNG carrier would not enter the Race during severe weather (as 
described in Section 3.10.4.5 of the final EIS).  Incoming LNG carriers 
would remain at sea, outside Long Island Sound, until there is a sufficient 
span of suitable weather for the carrier to enter and complete berthing, 
unloading, deberthing, and departure transit. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN10-39 We agree that the appropriate local and state agencies should agree to the 

provisions of an Emergency Response Plan.  We have addressed much of 
this comment above in our response to comment IN10-28.  The extent to 
which Broadwater would fund the costs incurred by state and local 
agencies would be established during development of the Emergency 
Response Plan and stipulated in the Cost-Sharing Plan portion of the 
document, as described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS.  If funding 
agreements cannot be developed to the satisfaction of the participating 
agencies and Broadwater, FERC would not approve the plan or authorize 
initiation of construction. 
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IN10-40 We apologize for any errors in the distribution list (the commentor did not 
specify what errors are present); however, FERC prepared that appendix, 
not Broadwater.  We have updated the list based on comments and returned 
mailers.  Nevertheless, we believe that it is inappropriate to equate minor 
errors in listing names and affiliations with the major planning efforts of 
Broadwater; the Coast Guard; and other federal, state, and local agencies.    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN10-41 As discussed in Section 3.2.1.2, the most severe hurricane historically 

recorded in Long Island Sound was a Category 3.  However, Section 
3.10.2.3 of the final EIS includes a recommended design and construction 
criteria that the YMS be designed and constructed to withstand the weather 
conditions of a Category 5 hurricane.  It is not clear what technical basis 
there would be to support the claim that the minor, highly localized impacts 
of the proposed Project would somehow influence global climate change, 
or exacerbate those changes if they were to occur. 
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Individuals Comments 
 

It is our understanding that, if an easement is granted by the State of New 
York, it would address subsea land uses and would not impose conditions 
on use of the FSRU or the YMS.  The only communications systems 
proposed by Broadwater are for Project-related communications. 

The standard Request for Blanket Certificate Authority is referenced by 
Docket No. CP06-56-000 and involves no environmental impacts.  No 
facilities are proposed for construction under the blanket certificate at this 
time.  All Project-related information is filed under public Docket No. 

 
 
 
 
 
IN10-42 
 
 
 
IN10-43 
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IN11-1 Impacts to commercial fishing are addressed in Sections 3.5.5.2, 3.6.8.1, 

and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS.  
 
IN11-2 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, and carriers would be present in the Race no more 
than once per day.  Vessels in the path of an oncoming LNG carrier and its 
safety and security zone would be required to temporarily move from their 
positions.   

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.  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.  Alternative 
routes are available for recreational vessels to enter or exit eastern Long 
Island Sound in lieu of using 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, to the extent 
practical, as recommended by the Coast Guard in Section 8.4 of the WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS).  FERC expects that this and the other 
mitigation measures presented in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of 
the final EIS) 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.  Therefore, use of the Race by LNG carriers 
would not “place large portions of the Sound out of public use multiple 
times in a week.” 
 
Response to an LNG carrier accident in the Race or elsewhere would be 
accomplished in accordance with the protocols and procedures of the 
Project’s Emergency Response Plan, which would be developed by 
Broadwater and the appropriate federal, state, and local agencies and would 
require approval by FERC prior to authorizing construction (see Section 
3.10.6 of the final EIS).  Because of the importance of the Race to marine 
traffic, it is unlikely that an accident would close the Race for “days or 
even weeks before an accident is cleared.” 
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IN11-3 Please see our response to comment IN11-2.  Vessels in the path of an 

oncoming LNG carrier and its safety and security zone would be required 
to temporarily move from their positions.  This would result in a temporary 
and localized impact for some vessels during carrier transits for the life of 
the Project.   

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).  FERC 
expects that this and the other mitigation measures presented in Section 8.4 
of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) 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.  The 
statement on page 3-119 of the draft EIS includes the words “FERC 
believes that,” and it is FERC’s opinion based on our assessment of the 
potential impacts to recreational boating. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN11-4 As described in Section 3.6.5 of the final EIS, FERC reviewed the existing 

economic literature to assess the potential for property value decreases 
associated with the presence of the FSRU.  This literature, which includes 
studies related to LNG facilities, indicates that effects do not extend beyond 
a few miles.  Because the Broadwater Project would be a unique facility 
that would be 9 miles from the nearest shoreline, and even greater distances 
from most properties, we also reviewed studies assessing loss of value 
associated with the presence of landfills, power lines, and offshore wind 
farms.  Based on that review, the visual impacts assessment reported in 
Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS, the risk assessment reported in 
Section 3.10.3, and the conclusion reached for the impacts of the Cabrillo 
Port Project’s FSRU (CSLC 2006), it is unlikely that construction and 
operation of the proposed Project would affect property values. 
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IN11-5 As described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, Broadwater would be 

responsible for preparing an Emergency Response Plan; federal, state, and 
local agencies would participate in development of the plan, and the plan 
would include a Cost-Sharing Plan to provide funding for agency 
participation in emergency response actions.  The plan would need to be 
approved by FERC before Broadwater could receive approval to begin 
construction of the facility.   

Although the areas listed as being within Zone 3 are accurate, it is 
important to note that, in essence, Hazard Zone 3 is theoretical and is 
unlikely to occur.  FERC staff believe that scenarios that would cause a 
large enough 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 found 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 and burn back toward the 
LNG carrier.  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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Individuals Comments 
 

Preparation of the draft EIS was based on a scientific analysis of 
information on existing conditions and followed accepted procedures for 
federal EISs.  We addressed each potential impact of the Project openly and 
comprehensively.  Therefore we do not agree that the draft EIS “is 
insufficient and flawed in multiple ways.”  We have revised the final EIS to 
respond to comments we received and appreciate your input. 

LNG carriers would not be present in any of the waterways used by the 
Project during a major storm such as a hurricane.  Incoming LNG carriers 
would remain at sea until there is a sufficient period of suitable weather for 
the carrier to enter, berth, unload, deberth, and depart the Sound.   

As stated in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, if FERC provides initial 
authorization for the Project, Broadwater would be required to prepare an 
Emergency Response Plan; the plan would address the emergency 
responses required for a wide spectrum of scenarios, including grounded 
LNG carriers.  FERC must approve the Emergency Response Plan prior to 
final approval to begin construction. 

As described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, Broadwater would be 
responsible for preparing an Emergency Response Plan; federal, state, and 
local agencies would participate in development of the plan, and the plan 
would include a Cost-Sharing Plan to provide funding for agency 
participation in emergency response actions.  The plan would need to be 
approved by FERC before Broadwater could receive approval to begin 
construction of the facility. 

 
 
IN11-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN11-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN11-8 
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IN12-1 Both the draft and final EISs were prepared by experienced scientists, 

engineers, and planners in compliance with NEPA guidelines, and with 
input and assistance from our cooperating agencies (COE, EPA, Coast 
Guard, NMFS, and NYSDOS).  We believe that the final EIS openly and 
accurately addresses all relevant potential impacts.    

 
 
 
 
 
IN12-2 We have recommended to the Commission that Broadwater be required to 

prepare an acceptable SPCC plan (see Section 3.2.2.1 of the final EIS).  
Natural gas is generally not miscible in water.  An LNG spill would not 
mix in the water but would result in a vapor developing over the water prior 
to assimilation into the atmosphere.   

 
 
 
 

Section 3.9.1.2 of the final EIS describes the potential impacts of emissions 
generated during construction and operation.  The assessment did not 
consider, and the text does not indicate, that pollutants would remain in one 
place.   

IN12-3 
 
 
 
IN12-4 In the event of an LNG spill, the LNG would vaporize and the resultant 

natural gas would either dissipate or, if ignited, would burn if the 
concentration in air was conducive (between 5 and 15 percent) and an 
ignition source was present.    
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IN13-1 Sections 3.6.8.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS have been updated to address 

the impacts to commercial lobstermen, trawlers, and hand line fishermen 
from the proposed moving safety and security zones around LNG carriers 
as they enter and exit the Sound.   

 
 
 
 
IN13-2 As noted in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, the proposed Project would 

increase commercial shipping by about 1 percent.  The proposed moving 
safety and security zone surrounding each LNG carrier would be about 0.2 
percent of the total area of the Sound, and only one carrier would be 
allowed in the Sound at any one time.  Therefore, except for pots currently 
set in the area proposed for the safety and security zone around the FSRU, 
there would not be a reason to move pots normally set to the east of that 
zone.  Based on these considerations, we do not believe that the lobster 
industry would be destroyed due to implementation of the Broadwater 
Project.   
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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.  The primary east-west shipping route along the Sound 
passes just south of the proposed FSRU location.  As stated in Section 
4.6.1.5 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the presence of the 
proposed safety and security zone around the FSRU would require some 
vessels to transit either more to the north or to the south.  The proposed 
Project would cause a minor but long-term impact on commercial vessels 
traveling that route. 

Please see our responses to comments IN13-1, IN13-2, and IN13-3.  
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N-892



IN14 – Tamara L. Fowls and Sarosh N. Wahla 
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IN14 – Tamara L. Fowls and Sarosh N. Wahla 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN14-1 The EIS is just one step in the agency review and approval process for the 

proposed Project, which would include periodic inspection and monitoring 
throughout construction and operation.  For example, Broadwater would be 
required to use environmental monitors during all Project construction, as 
described in Section 5.2 of the final EIS.  These monitors would have the 
authority to order work to stop if there were concerns regarding compliance 
with any federal and state regulations and permitting requirements.  
Further, a standard condition of any FERC authorization is a requirement 
that the applicant complete the project as described in its application and 
subsequent submittals to the FERC record.  Any deviation from this, 
without express permission from FERC, would violate the condition; this 
could result in a cessation of construction or operation activities and could 
be subject to civil penalties, depending on the severity of the 
noncompliance.   
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IN14 – Tamara L. Fowls and Sarosh N. Wahla 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN14-2 Please see our response to comment IN14-1.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
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IN14 – Tamara L. Fowls and Sarosh N. Wahla 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN14-3 Please see our response to comment IN14-1.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
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IN14 – Tamara L. Fowls and Sarosh N. Wahla 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

Please see our response to comment IN14-1.

Please see our response to comment IN14-1.
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