
IN39 – Franklin Bloomer 
 

 
IN39-1 The safety and security zone of each LNG carrier would cover an area of 

approximately 2,040 acres (3.2 square miles), and only one carrier would 
be present inside the pilot stations at any one time.  The entire transit path 
of an LNG carrier would not be an exclusion zone.  As described in the EIS 
and WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the amount of time for the LNG 
carrier and its associated safety and security zone to pass any single point is 
about 15 minutes (the length of the safety and security zone from front to 
back would be about 3.7 miles), and the only exclusion area along the LNG 
carrier path would be the 2,040 acre (3.2 square-mile) area around the 
single LNG carrier.  All other portions of the carrier route, both in front of 
and behind the carrier’s safety and security zone, would be available for 
use.  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 this issue.  
The closest point of the proposed safety and security zone around the 
FSRU would be more than 8 miles from the nearest New York shoreline 
and more than 9 miles from the nearest Connecticut shoreline.  That would 
leave a substantial area for sailboats to traverse in that portion of the Sound.  
As noted in Section 3.1.2.3 of the WSR 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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN39-2 The impacts of the FSRU and its proposed safety and security zone on 

recreational boating and fishing are addressed in Section 3.5.5.1 of the final 
EIS.  Our assessment indicated that the impacts would be minor and would 
last for the duration of the Project.   
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IN39 – Franklin Bloomer 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

As stated in the final EIS (Sections 2.1.1.1, 2.3.1.1, 3.10.2.1, and 3.10.2.2), 
federal regulations, industry standards, and classification society rules 
would govern the safe design, construction, and operation of the FSRU and 
would serve to minimize the risks to the extent possible.  The proposed 
offshore location of the FSRU further reduces the risk to the public. 

 
 
 
 
 
IN-39-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-957



IN40 – Dr. Stephen T. Tettelbach 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Thank you for your comments.  Section 3.3.1 of the final EIS has been 
updated to reflect the results of recent lobster studies in Long Island Sound 
as they relate to depth distribution and migration.   

IN40-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN40-2 Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS has been updated to identify the species that 

may utilize hard substrate, including invasive species.  As stated in the final 
EIS, the final backfilling methods would be determined in concert with 
federal and state resource agencies; and the 2-mile portion of the trench that 
Broadwater has proposed to backfill with engineered material could be 
covered with a layer of native substrate, thereby eliminating the conversion 
to hard bottom substrate and potential invasive species habitat. 
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IN40 – Dr. Stephen T. Tettelbach 
 

 
IN40-3 As discussed in response to comment SA2-17, Section 3.3.1 of the final 

EIS has been updated to provide additional detail on the benthic 
communities documented along the pipeline route, based on Broadwater’s 
field studies.  Additional details regarding the benthic studies conducted by 
Broadwater in April and May 2005 can be found in Resource Report No. 3 
– Fish, Vegetation, and Wildlife in FERC’s docket for the Broadwater 
LNG Project (Docket No. CP06-54-000, Accession #20060130-4018).  The 
document describes the protocol and provides detailed results of the video 
surveys of the seafloor and, more importantly, the collection and laboratory 
analysis of benthic samples along the proposed pipeline route. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN40-4 While Peterson (1985) did report that the depth distribution of an individual 

copepod species varied by lifestage, Peterson (1983) reported that the 
general phytoplankton and zooplankton community of Long Island Sound 
was generally confined to the surface waters during summer and fall. 

 
 
 
 
IN40-5 As discussed in our response to OC5-15, the final EIS has been updated to 

identify the expected impacts to phytoplankton and zooplankton associated 
with water intakes.  As with ichthyoplankton, Section 3.3.2.2 of the final 
EIS concludes that the impact would be negligible (less than 0.1 percent of 
the standing stock of the central basin of Long Island Sound).  Because the 
percent of plankton loss was calculated based on the proportion of the 
volume of central Long Island Sound that would be used by the proposed 
Project, changes in the density estimates due to net efficiency would not 
alter the conclusion that the proposed Project would impinge/entrain less 
than 0.1 percent of the standing stock in central Long Island Sound. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN40-6 Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to more clearly describe 

potential impacts to phytoplankton, although it was never intended to 
convey that intake screens would prevent phytoplankton entrainment.  In 
fact, entrainment estimates assumed that there were no screens.  The 
comparison of the impacts to water resources for the proposed Broadwater 
Project to the Port Pelican Project is grossly inappropriate because the Port 
Pelican Project would use over 100 million gallons of seawater a day to 
vaporize gas, resulting in reducing the seawater temperature by 20  F as 
explicitly described by Thompson (2004).  The Broadwater Project would 
not use any seawater to vaporize LNG.  Because FSRU water would 
primarily be used for ballast, the temperature of discharges from the FSRU 
would approximate ambient water temperatures.   
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IN40 – Dr. Stephen T. Tettelbach 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN40-7 Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to provide additional 

detail on potential impacts to phytoplankton, and the final EIS concludes 
that there would be no significant impact to phytoplankton communities 
associated with water discharges or lighting.  Any minor influences of 
lighting on predator-prey relations and plankton could negligibly affect 
plankton populations but also could result in a correspondingly beneficial 
effect on the species that prey upon them. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN40-8 The commentor has stated that the onshore facilities would be on a 15.1-

acre site.  We do not know the origin of that number.  Broadwater did not 
state that it would use 15.1 acres onshore, and we did not use that number 
in the EIS.  If the commentor used the borders depicted in Figures 2.4-2 
and 2.4-3 to estimate the area of the facilities, the calculation is not 
appropriate.  The borders depicted in those figures indicate the area within 
which a facility would be selected, not the actual border of the facilities 
themselves.  We have clearly repeatedly, and correctly described that new 
construction for the offshore facilities would be limited to a security fence 
and checkpoint.  Impacts associated with use of the onshore facilities, 
including impacts to marine traffic, 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, Broadwater 
would use existing onshore facilities to support offshore operations.  By 
using existing facilities for Project-related activities that would be similar 
to current use of the facilities, we do not anticipate significant additional 
impacts. 
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IN40 – Dr. Stephen T. Tettelbach 
 

 
 
 
IN40-9 The comments provided have enhanced the review of the Project and, had 

they been provided during the lengthy scoping process, would have 
enhanced the draft EIS.  However, as explained in our previous responses, 
we have conservatively assessed the impacts of the Project and supported 
our conclusions with field surveys, scientific literature, and the professional 
judgment of numerous scientists who have spent the last 2 years carefully 
understanding and evaluating the project.  We appreciate that a document 
of the size and scope of the draft EIS would contain some mistakes and are 
thankful for reviewers who pointed out those errors and drew appropriate 
conclusions based on their magnitude and content.    
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IN40 – Dr. Stephen T. Tettelbach 
 

Individuals Comments 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

N-962



IN41 – Sarah Sorenson 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN41-1 Thank you for your comment.  We have revised Figure 2.1-1 to more 

accurately depict the location of Branford.  
 
 
 

As discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, during LNG off-loading, 
the LNG carriers would uptake water for cooling.  Upon discharge, the 
water would mix and cool rapidly to within 1 °F above ambient 
temperature at a distance of about 75 feet from the point of discharge.  The 
thermal plume would tend to rise from the discharge point toward the water 
surface, losing heat all along this path.  Thus, thermal discharge from the 
proposed Project would not be significant enough to influence global 
climate change nor be influenced by global climate change.   

IN41-2 
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IN41 – Sarah Sorenson 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-964



IN42 – Naomi S.  Myers 
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IN42 – Naomi S.  Myers 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS evaluates the potential of each existing, 
approved, and planned LNG terminal in the region to serve as an 
alternative to the proposed Broadwater Project.  Based on this analysis, we 
determined these alternatives would not satisfy the projected natural gas 
nor overall energy needs of the target market with less environmental 
impact than the proposed Broadwater Project.   

Specific responses to the specific technical comments made by the experts 
that testified to the Connecticut LNG Task Force are provided below as a 
subsection (PM5) of this appendix entitled “January 16, 2007 Connecticut 
Meeting Summary.”  The issues identified by the experts are addressed in 
the final EIS, particularly in Sections 3.1 and 3.3.  Some the issues simply 
required clarification.  For example, Broadwater does not propose to drive 
pilings to the bedrock strata at the proposed location of the FSRU. 

We recognize that energy efficiency and alternative sources of energy 
generation are important components of the national, regional, and local 
energy plans.  However, based on the studies referenced in the EIS, we 
have concluded that, even with such measures, there will be a growing 
demand for natural gas in the markets targeted by the proposed Project.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN42-1 
 
 
 
 
 
IN42-2 
 
 
 
 
 
IN42-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-966



IN6 – Stephen Myers  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN43-1 As stated in the 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 long enough time span of 
suitable weather for the carrier to enter and complete berthing, unloading, 
deberthing, and departure transit.  

As part of implementing the proposed moving safety and security zone, the 
Coast Guard would conduct routine Broadcast Notice to Mariners, 
notifying the public of the implementation of the safety and security zones.  
Escort tugs and Coast Guard vessels escorting the LNG carriers would also 
serve as an additional layer of on-scene notification.  
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IN6 – Stephen Myers  
 

Individuals Comments 
 

Please see our response to comment IN42-2. 

Please see our response to comment IN42-1.

Please see our response to comment IN42-3.

 
 
 
IN43-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN43-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN43-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-968



IN44 – Francis Robert Denig 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN44-1 Thank you for your comment.  
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IN45 – Creig O. Peterson 
 

IN45-1 The EIS has been prepared in accordance with NEPA requirements and as 
such is focused on the aspects of the proposed Project within U.S. 
jurisdiction.  Carbon emissions associated with the proposed Project within 
U.S. jurisdiction are described in Section 3.9.1.2 of the final EIS.  It is not 
known at this time which LNG chain or chains would provide LNG to the 
Project.  At least in the beginning, it is expected that an existing LNG chain 
and currently operating LNG carriers would deliver product to the Project.  
Globally, this means an alternative destination for these vessels but does 
not mean that they would not otherwise be operating somewhere in the 
world.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN45-2 As stated in Sections 3.4.1.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, when transiting in 

Block Island Sound and Long Island Sound between the Race and the 
FSRU, carriers likely would be traveling at a speed of about 12 knots, 
based on current navigation practices in those areas.  Broadwater has 
provided draft vessel strike avoidance measures and has committed to 
continue coordination with NMFS.  In addition, we have included a 
recommendation in Section 3.4.1.2 that Broadwater continue consultations 
with NMFS to develop a set of whale strike avoidance measures specific to 
the Broadwater Project. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN45-3 We are not aware of any studies that indicate that pipeline corrosion can 

result from slight changes in gas composition.  FERC is aware of 
allegations that gas composition changes led to gas line leaks in Prince 
George's County, and we investigated the Washington Gas Light (WGL) 
assertion that gas composition was a “key contributing factor” to gas 
system leaks in two different proceedings, Dominion Cove Point LNG’s 
application in Docket No. CP05-130-004, et al. (Dominion Cove Point 
LNG, LLP 2006) as well as AES Ocean Express, LLC complaint against 
Florida Gas Transmission Company in Docket No. RP04-249-001 (AES 
Ocean Express, LLC v. Florida Gas Transmission Company 2007).   
 
Based upon the research and studies conducted by the parties in both of 
these proceedings, the Commission concluded the claim that re-vaporized 
LNG caused an increase in leaks in pipeline seals was based upon a flawed 
analysis (Dominion Cove Point LNG, LP 2006).  The Commission also 
determined there is no evidence that re-vaporized LNG would have a 
detrimental effect on seals which had been properly maintained (Dominion 
Cove Point LNG, LP 2007).  Further, the Commission concluded that none 
of the tests, studies or actual experiences have demonstrated that re-
vaporized LNG that meets the proposed interchangeability standards will 
cause LDCs or their end users problems (AES Ocean Express, LLC v. 
Florida Gas Transmission Company 2007). 
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IN45 – Creig O. Peterson 
 

IN45-3 (Continued) 

We revised Section 2.4.2 of the EIS to provide additional information on 
gas interchangeability and on the agreement between IGTS and Broadwater 
to address gas interchangeability issues as documented in the IGTS letter 
dated April 11, 2006 and filed in the FERC docket for the Project.  

 
 
 
 
 
IN45-4 Evaluations of the potential impacts on commercial shipping (including 

ferry service) due to the proposed safety and security zones surround LNG 
carriers were based on the premise that no vessels would be permitted 
within the safety and security zones (see Sections 3.6.8 and 3.7.1.4 of the 
final EIS).  As a potential mitigation measure to reduce the reported 
impacts, the Coast Guard indicated that it would consider, under certain 
conditions, allowing a ferry into the safety and security zone around a 
carrier (see Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS).  The Coast Guard would be 
responsible for enforcement of the safety and security zones proposed for 
the FSRU and the LNG carriers.  Decisions regarding whether or not 
vessels would be granted access into the proposed safety and security zone 
around an LNG carrier would be made by the Coast Guard and would be 
dependent upon specific conditions at the time.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN45-5 FERC and the Coast Guard have evaluated the design of the YMS, and if 

FERC provides Broadwater with an initial authorization, both FERC and 
the Coast Guard would continue with design reviews (see Section 3.10.2.3 
of the final EIS and Section 8.4.2 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final 
EIS]).  This would include reviews of final geotechnical engineering 
studies associated with the YMS design.  An independent certifying entity 
would conduct the design review to confirm or refute the findings of FERC 
and the Coast Guard; this is an accepted practice in the review of major 
projects.  The proposed Broadwater Project would only be authorized to 
proceed to operation by FERC only if the detailed design information 
meets all relevant design requirements. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN45-6 The risks posed by the FRSU and the associated LNG carriers, including 

the risk of a terrorist attack, were evaluated in a Project-specific safety 
assessment.  The risk of a terrorist attack was evaluated with input from 
experts in homeland defense.  As stated in Section 8.4 of the WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS), the Coast Guard made the preliminary 
determination that with implementation of the recommended mitigation 
measures, the risks of operation of the FSRU and the associated LNG 
carriers could be managed.  Also, if a terrorist attack on the FSRU were to 
occur, and if it were successful in causing a large LNG release and pool 
fire, the consequence analyses show that the thermal effects would have a 
duration of 1 to 2 hours and an impact radius that would not threaten 
onshore areas. 
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IN45 – Creig O. Peterson 
 

 
 
IN45-6 (Continued) 

Havens (Havens 2005) addressed issues associated with consequences after 
an initial release, although none of them were related to the potential for 
double-hulled LNG tank breaches through groundings, collisions, or 
allisions.  Havens also identified areas for further research, including 
cascading failure due to brittle fracture and rapid phase transition; 
experiments with large pool fires; and the potential for enrichment of 
higher boiling point components potentially resulting in an unconfined 
vapor cloud explosion (UVCE). 

We have addressed cascading failures and the appropriateness of the 
methods used for the risk analysis in Section 3.10.3.2 of the final EIS.  
While experimentation with large-scale pool fires may be useful in fine 
tuning modeling methods, modeling in accordance with the Sandia 
guidance gives thermal hazard radii that are, according to the Haven’s 
article, the “best available” estimates.  

Regarding cascading failure, sequential failure of tanks would extend the 
duration of the thermal hazard and is expected to increase the thermal 
hazard radius by 20 to 30 percent.  A report by the Government 
Accountability Office (GAO) (GAO 2007) presents a survey of experts 
who work in areas related to LNG risk, hazards, and consequence 
modeling.  Regarding the worst-case of a cascading tank scenario, 12 of 16 
agreed that the fire or heat hazard distance would not increase by more than 
20 to 30 percent over the single tank failure base case.  Use of that basis 
would result in a thermal hazard radius for a worst-case scenario that would 
not extend to any onshore area.  As for thermal hazard modeling methods, a 
total of 11 of 16 experts in the GAO survey were of the opinion that current 
methods for estimating LNG fire heat hazard distances are “about right” or 
too conservative.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN45-7 FERC staff believes that a scenario involving an incident with an aircraft 

and the FSRU is highly unlikely.  However, if a scenario did occur, we 
believe that the incident would not significantly alter the worst-case 
scenarios examined in Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS.  We also believe that 
the scenario would result in an ignition source and therefore impacts would 
not significantly extend beyond Hazard Zone 2.  The outer limit of Hazard 
Zone 2 for the FSRU is about 7.8 miles from the nearest shoreline and is 
substantially farther from most shorelines of Long Island Sound.
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IN45 – Creig O. Peterson 
 

 
IN45-8 The worst-case modeled in the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) was 

simultaneous failure of three FSRU cargo tanks.  This is a highly unlikely 
scenario.  Cascading failure may be more likely but would result in a 
shorter consequence distance, with reduced intensity over a longer period 
of time.  The use of thermal radiation as a worst-case impact in lieu of 
asphyxiation or “hypothermal damage” is consistent with the guidance 
provided by Sandia (2004) and the review of experts presented in the GAO 
Report (GAO 2007). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN45-9 The Coast Guard determined that the Plum Island and Millstone facilities 

would not be affected based on the water depths in the vicinity of the 
facilities: Hazard Zone 2 of a grounded LNG carrier that released LNG 
would not reach either facility.  If Broadwater receives initial authorization 
from FERC, it would be required to coordinate with the federal, state, and 
local agencies to develop an Emergency Response Plan-as described in 
Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS.  The plan would address local needs and 
concerns along with a wide variety of potential incidents and response 
procedures.  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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN45-10 Section 3.9.2.2 of the final EIS discusses the cumulative impact of air-

borne noise that would be generated from normal operation activities.  It is 
estimated that the combined noise from operational activities would not be 
discernable above ambient noise at a distance of less than 1 mile from the 
source.  Foghorns mounted on the FSRU would be heard at a distance of 
2 miles, and would need to sound every 20 seconds in poor visibility.  The 
noise generated by the foghorn would be barely perceptible onshore.  
Sections 3.5.1 and 3.5.6 of the final EIS summarize the visual and lighting 
elements of the FSRU, YMS, and proposed fixed safety and security zone.  
Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS includes a recommendation that Broadwater 
file its final FSRU lighting plan with FERC for review, and Broadwater 
would not receive authorization to proceed if FERC does not approve of the 
plan. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN45-11 Section 3.10.4.4 of the final EIS has been revised to address the potential 

hazards associated with an incident that results in an LNG carrier 
grounding. 
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IN45 – Creig O. Peterson 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
IN45-12 Off-loading of a grounded vessel would be a component of the Emergency 

Response Plan, which is addressed in our response to comment IN45-9.  
Our response to comment IN45-6 addresses the issue of additional data for 
modeling.   

 
 
 
 
 

The Commission is responsible for reviewing applications for authorization 
of energy projects.  We have no legal authority to conduct regional studies 
of energy needs or to develop energy policy.  However, we have conducted 
an extensive review of available studies on energy needs for the region that 
would be served by the proposed Project, and we provide a summary of the 
relevant information in Section 1.1 of the final EIS.   

IN45-13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN45-14 We addressed portions of this comment in response to comment IN45-6.  

While the combination of technologies proposed for the FSRU is a new 
concept, the separate LNG receiving, storage, regasification, and sendout 
technologies are proven.  As stated in the final EIS (Sections 2.1.1.1, 
2.3.1.1, 3.10.2.1, and 3.10.2.2), federal regulations, industry standards, and 
classification society rules would govern the safe design, construction, and 
operation of the FSRU.  The Coast Guard evaluated the safety and security 
aspects of operation of the FSRU (and the LNG carriers) and made the 
preliminary determination, as reported in Section 8.4 of the WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS), that with implementation of the mitigation 
measures it has recommended, the risks associated with operation of the 
FSRU and LNG carriers would be manageable.  The outer edge of Hazard 
Zone 2 would be about 7.8 miles from the nearest shoreline; therefore, a 
major incident at the FSRU would not, directly affect onshore populations.  
Finally, Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS describes the requirements of the 
Emergency Response Plan that Broadwater must prepare, including a Cost-
Sharing Plan for both emergency responses and security activities that 
involve federal, state, and local agencies.  FERC must approve the plan 
prior to authorizing construction of the proposed Project. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-974



IN46 – John C. Baal 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN46-1 Thank you for your comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-975



IN47 – Philip Berns 
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IN47 – Philip Berns 
 

 
 
IN47-1 As described throughout the final EIS, the proposed Broadwater Project 

would be constructed in accordance with federal and state regulations and 
permitting requirements, as well as additional FERC recommendations to 
further avoid and minimize potential environmental impacts. 

 
 
 
 
IN47-2 Based on the studies referenced in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, we have 

concluded that the markets targeted by the proposed Project (Long Island, 
New York City, and Connecticut) have a need for additional gas supplies, 
not just in times of peak demand but throughout the year.  The proposed 
Project is specifically designed to service these markets.   

 
 
 
 
 
IN47-3 As described in Sections 1.0 and 2.0 of the final EIS, the Project has been 

designed to meet the natural gas needs of New York City, Long Island, and 
Connecticut.  The only inferred benefit to the “national grid” would be that 
some of the gas currently dedicated to the target markets could be 
transported elsewhere. 

 
 
 
 
IN47-4 We have addressed the Synapse report in Section 1.1.5.4 of the final EIS.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN47-5 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.  We determined that each of these 
alternatives either could not meet the projected long-term energy needs of 
the New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut Markets or could not 
meet these needs without resulting in greater environmental impacts than 
the proposed Broadwater Project.   
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IN47 – Philip Berns 
 

 
 
 
IN47-6 As described in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, there is a general consensus 

that the demand for natural gas is expected to increase due to a combination 
of increasing demand from electrical generators, increasing population, and 
increasing per capita energy consumption.  At the same time, net pipeline 
imports, primarily from Canada, are expected to decrease substantially.  
We have determined that the Project would have limited impacts if 
constructed and operated with the mitigation measures we have 
recommended in the final EIS, and the Coast Guard has made a preliminary 
determination that the risks associated with the FSRU and the LNG carriers 
would be manageable with implementation of its recommended mitigation 
measures. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN47-7 As described in Section 1.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) and 

in Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS, Hazard Zone 3 is the area within which 
an unignited vapor cloud could be present, with a maximum theoretical 
distance of about 4.7 miles.  However, gas would travel only in a 
downwind direction and would not be present throughout a circular area 
with a radius of 4.7 miles from the release point; the 70 square miles 
referred to by the commentor was apparently calculated based on the area 
of a circle with a radius of 4.7 miles.  The actual area covered by an 
ignitable gas cloud would depend on meteorological conditions but would 
generally be in an elliptical or cigar-shaped cloud.  The impacts on natural 
resources associated with a release of LNG are addressed in each of the 
resource sections in Section 3.0 of the final EIS.   
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IN47 – Philip Berns 
 

 
 
 
 
 
IN47-8 The impacts on recreational boating and fishing and commercial fishing of 

the proposed safety and security zone around the FSRU are addressed in 
Sections 3.5.5.1, 3.6.8.1, and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN47-9 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.  

 
 
IN47-10 There would be approximately 1,562 anchor footprints along the proposed 

21.7-mile pipeline route.  FERC commissioned a third-party assessment of 
Broadwater’s proposed anchoring impact estimates.  This technical 
assessment (Jaap and Watkins 2007) estimated that if mid-line buoys were 
used on all eight anchors, anchoring impacts (footprints, drag, and 
associated cable sweep) would total approximately 64.1 acres.  As 
discussed in Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS, recovery of the disturbed area 
for the Broadwater pipeline corridor would be expected to initiate shortly 
after active construction and be complete from within a few months to up 
to 1 to 2 years (Newell et al. 1998). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN47-11 These issues are addressed in Sections 3.2.3.2 and 3.10.2.4 of the final EIS.
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IN47 – Philip Berns 
 

 
 
IN 47-12 As discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, the LNG carriers would be 

required to exchange ballast water at least 200 nautical miles offshore, prior 
to entering Long Island Sound.  LNG carriers would take in water from 
Long Island Sound to offset the LNG cargo that would be offloaded to the 
FSRU.  Therefore, LNG carriers are not expected to discharge ballast water 
into Long Island Sound because they would arrive in Long Island Sound 
laden with cargo (see Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS).  In the unlikely 
event that LNG carriers did discharge ballast water, the discharge would be 
conducted in accordance with federal and international regulations, 
including EPA’s pending ballast water measures for foreign vessels, to be 
enacted in 2008, that are intended to minimize potential impacts of invasive 
species.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN47-13 Please see our response to comment FA2-7.  Air emissions from all direct 

and indirect sources were considered and evaluated in Appendix K 
(General Conformity) of the final EIS.  The General Conformity analysis 
indicates that all “Reasonably foreseeable emissions from direct and 
indirect sources associated with the construction and operation of the 
Project not subject to air permitting are considered in this analysis.” 

 
 
 
 
 
IN47-14 Please see our response to comment IN47-9.
 
 
IN47-15 As stated in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, discharges from LNG carriers 

and the FSRU would not increase the general water temperature of Long 
Island Sound.  However, there would be limited water temperature 
increases in the immediate vicinity of the FSRU and berthed LNG carriers 
due to the discharge of cooling water from LNG carriers and the section of 
exposed riser that would connect the FSRU to the buried pipeline below the 
seafloor.  Please also see our response to OC2-24. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN47-16 As described in Section 3.0 of the final EIS, the assessment provided in the 

final EIS recognizes the historical conditions of Long Island Sound and the 
recent efforts to improve the quality of the Sound.  The Broadwater Project 
would be constructed and operated in accordance with the laws, 
regulations, and federal and state permitting requirements designed to 
protect the environmental quality of the Sound. 

 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-980



IN47 – Philip Berns 
 

 
IN47-17 The visual impact of the FSRU at night is addressed in Section 3.5.6 of the 

final EIS.  The Visual Resources Assessment used as a part of our analysis 
of the potential impacts to visual resources is available on the FERC docket 
for the Project; this document includes simulated night views of the FSRU.  
Although Broadwater has committed to providing down-lighting and other 
measures to minimize impacts, we have included a recommendation in 
Section 3.3.5 that Broadwater submit a detailed lighting plan for the FSRU.  
Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS has also been updated to discuss potential 
impacts to migrating birds from lighting.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN47-18 Because the Coast Guard has not yet prepared a proposal for additional 

resources (see Section 8.4.2 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final EIS]), we 
cannot identify the funding source for the additional resources.  If 
additional funding is required for the Coast Guard and results in a need for 
additional tax revenue, the additional tax would be a nationwide federal 
tax, not a local one.  Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS describes the 
requirements of the Emergency Response Plan that Broadwater must 
prepare, including a Cost-Sharing Plan for both emergency responses and 
security activities that involve federal, state, and local agencies.  If funding 
agreements cannot be developed to the satisfaction of the participating 
agencies and Broadwater, FERC would not authorize Project construction. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-981



IN47 – Philip Berns 
 

IN47-19 The final EIS has been expanded to incorporate recent field studies, 
literature, and technical input from academia; organizations; the public; and 
federal, state, and local agencies. 

 
 
 

In general, the detail included in an EIS regarding a particular resource is 
strongly correlated with the potential that the resource either will affect or 
be affected by a proposed project.  Section 3.1.1.1 of the final EIS has been 
updated to incorporate the most appropriate geological information 
available for Long Island Sound as it relates to the proposed Project. 

 
IN47-20 
 
 
 
IN47-21 Per NEPA guidelines, the final EIS was written to be understood by the 

layperson.  For those interested in additional data and analyses, extensive 
supporting information is available on the public docket for the Broadwater 
Project on the FERC website (www.ferc.gov, Docket No. CP06-54-000). 

 
 
 
IN47-22 The final EIS presents the most current information pertinent to assessing 

potential impacts of the proposed Project.    
 
IN47-23 Please see our responses to comments IN47-19, IN47-20, IN47-21, and 

IN47-22.  
 
IN47-24 The purpose of the EIS is to assess potential impacts to the environment.  

The specific design criteria mentioned are related to the detailed 
engineering of the proposed Project and would not be expected to 
measurably influence the potential environmental impacts during Project 
construction or operation. 

 
 
 
 
IN47-25 As stated in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS Broadwater would be required 

to develop an Emergency Response Plan in consultation with the 
appropriate federal, state, and local agencies.  The plan would include a 
Cost-Sharing Plan to provide funding for agency participation in 
emergency response actions and would need to be approved by FERC 
before Broadwater could receive approval to begin construction. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-982

http://www.ferc.gov/


IN47 – Philip Berns 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-983



IN48 – Jason Mancini 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN48-1 In accordance with NEPA, this EIS has been prepared at the direction of 

the Lead Agency.  For this proposed Project, the Lead Agency has been 
FERC.  We have received technical input from a wide range of experts 
representing academia; organizations; the private sector; the public; and 
federal, state, and local agencies.  Designated cooperating agencies that 
assisted in the preparation and review of this EIS included the Coast Guard, 
the Corps of Engineers, the EPA, NOAA, and NYSDOS.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-984



IN49 – Roger D. Flood 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN49-1 Section 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS has been revised to provide additional 

information on the design issues raised by the commentor.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-985



IN49 – Roger D. Flood 
 

 
 
 
 
IN49-2 Section 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS has been revised to provide additional 

information on the design issues raised by the commentor, including design 
loads with a berthed LNG carrier.   

 
 
 
IN49-3 Section 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS has been revised to provide additional 

information on the design issues raised by the commentor.  
 
 
IN49-4 Section 3.1.1.3 of the final EIS has been updated to include additional 

information regarding earthquakes in the Long Island Sound area.  The 
potential for liquefaction is a function of both material type and earthquake 
size.  Section 3.1.1.3 of the final EIS includes a recommendation that 
Broadwater (1) determine the potential for seismic soil liquefaction beneath 
the YMS; and (2) file with FERC the survey results quantifying the 
potential for liquefaction, including any mitigation measures or design 
features necessary to minimize or preclude the potential for damage to the 
YMS.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN49-5 As stated in Section 3.7.1.3 of the final EIS, the Montauk Channel route 

would be an alternate route, and vessels with a draft greater than 38 feet 
would not be permitted to transit that route (also see Section 2.3.3 of the 
WSR [Appendix C of the final EIS]).  The Montauk Channel route would 
be used only for suitably-sized LNG carriers under suitable conditions. 

 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-986



IN49 – Roger D. Flood 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

In the final EIS, we have provided information within each resource section 
in Section 3.0 on the potential impacts associated with the transit of LNG 
carriers along the proposed routes. 

The figures in the final EIS depict the state boundary lines rather than the 
3-nautical-mile boundary lines.  The limit of the territorial sea is essentially 
12 nautical miles from the shoreline, as depicted in Figures 3.2-1 and 3.2-2 
of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS).   

Section 2.4.1 of the final EIS has been revised to describe the proposed use 
of the helipad in emergency situations. 

As described in Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS, the pipeline trench would 
be backfilled and monitored following construction based on backfilling 
methods and success criteria established in coordination with federal and 
state resource agencies.   

 
 
IN49-6 
 
 
 
 
 
IN49-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN49-8 
 
 
 
 
IN49-9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-987



IN50 – Elizabeth Raisbeck 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN50-1 FERC, along with input from cooperating agencies, has included multiple 

conditions in the EIS that Broadwater must comply with in order to proceed 
with the Project, if it is authorized.  We have determined that with the 
implementation of these conditions, construction and operation of the 
Project would not significantly impact the existing environment of Long 
Island Sound.   

 
 
 
 
 
IN50-2 NYSOGS is responsible for issuing easements for use of underwater lands 

of Long Island Sound that are in the State of New York.  As described in 
Section 3.5.2.2 of the final EIS, the proposed Project would not represent 
the first time the waters of the Sound would be used for private purposes.  
Commercial and industrial structures in or under offshore waters of the 
Sound include cable crossings, natural gas and petrochemical pipelines, and 
two petrochemical platforms.  Section 3.5.7.4 of the final EIS addresses 
environmental issues associated with the Public Trust Doctrine.  However, 
legal issues related to public trust lands are not a component of our 
environmental review process and therefore are not included in the final 
EIS.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN50-3 Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the 

proposed Broadwater Project and concluded that they could not provide 
similar volumes of natural gas or energy equivalents to the New York City, 
Long Island, and Connecticut markets with less environmental impact than 
the proposed Project.  These alternatives include energy conservation; 
renewable energy sources, including wind and tidal power; and other 
existing and proposed LNG terminal and pipeline projects.   

 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-988



IN51 – Douglas Hill 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN51-1 The statement from the EIS quoted by the commentor is referring to the 

region’s increasing energy demands, not the current uses of energy.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-989



IN51 – Douglas Hill 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN51-2 Section 3.9.1 of the final EIS has been updated to discuss the potential air 

quality benefits of the Project over reasonably foreseeable projects using 
fuels other than natural gas to meet energy demands.  Please see our 
response to comment OC1-64 regarding greenhouse gas emissions.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN51-3 Thank you for your comment.  While we believe that natural gas provides 

an important alternative to imported oil, we believe that a quantitative side-
by-side comparison of the two would be speculative for the purposes of this 
EIS.   

 
 
 
 
IN51-4 The commentor is correct.  In attempting to relate the FSRU appearance to 

a common, universally recognizable object (a paper clip held at arm’s 
length), we slightly overstated the relative size of the FSRU to an observer 
located on the nearest shoreline (9 miles away).   

 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-990



IN51 – Douglas Hill 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

Thank you.  The Acronyms and Abbreviations section of the final EIS has 
been updated to include definitions of FRU, GBS, and SRV.   

 
 
 
 
IN51-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-991



IN52 – Catherine H. Smith 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN52-1 Based on the studies referenced in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, we have 

concluded that the markets targeted by the proposed Project (Long Island, 
New York City, and Connecticut) have a need for additional gas supplies, 
not just in times of peak demand but throughout the year.  The proposed 
Project is specifically designed to service these markets.   

 
 
 
 
 
IN52-2 Section 1.1.5.4 of the final EIS addresses the Synapse report.  As noted in 

that section, 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 they would require major (currently 
unidentified) commitments of capital for development of renewable 
resource energy projects and a major commitment by energy users to 
change use habits, including financial commitments to replace existing 
equipment.  We do not believe it is appropriate to presume that these 
commitments would develop at the appropriate magnitude or in the 
necessary timeframe to replace the energy potential associated with the 
proposed Project.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-992



IN53 – Christopher Zurcher 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
IN53-1 We recognize that measures to reduce demand for electricity and natural 

gas have been undertaken and will continue in the future.  However, as 
discussed in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, the demand for electricity and 
natural gas is expected to increase in the region even with those measures.  
As reported in the final EIS, we have determined that the Project would 
have limited impacts if constructed and operated with the mitigation 
measures we have recommended and would not “destroy” Long Island 
Sound.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN53-2 As described in Section 3.5.7.2 of the final EIS, implementation of the 

proposed Project would not be in conflict with the designation of Long 
Island Sound as an estuary of national significance.    

 
 
IN53-3 As stated in Sections 3.2.3 (water resources), 3.3.1.2 (benthic resources), 

3.3.2.2 (fisheries), 3.3.3 (fisheries of special concern), 3.3.4.2 (marine 
mammals), 3.3.5.2 (avian species), and 3.4 (threatened and endangered 
species) of the final EIS, construction and operation of the Project, as 
proposed by Broadwater, would result in a minor environmental impact; 
and impacts to resources would be avoided or further minimized with 
incorporation of our recommendations.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN53-4 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.  Although it would 
be technically feasible for many of the alternatives reviewed to provide gas 
to the region, the infrastructure improvements required to transport the gas 
would result in environmental impacts that would be greater than those of 
the proposed Broadwater Project.   

 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-993



IN54 – Pat Lunden 
 

 
 
IN54-1 The Commission is in the process of reviewing Broadwater’s application 

for the proposed Project.  It has not made any decisions on the Project and 
will not do so until after this final EIS is issued and we have considered all 
relevant information in the record.  

 
 
 
 
IN54-2 The analysis of impacts presented in the final EIS was prepared by 

experienced scientists, engineers, and planners, including the input of 
experts at the cooperating agencies.  Our analyses are based on a thorough 
understanding of existing conditions in the Project area and relevant aspects 
of the Project.  If the Project is implemented, we have included 
recommendations in the final EIS for monitoring that would either verify 
our assessment of impacts or result in additional mitigation requirements or 
other corrective actions.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN54-3 Our assessment of the potential impacts of the proposed Project began in 

November 2005, when Broadwater requested that FERC initiate the pre-
filing process.  From that time until issuance of this final EIS (more than 2 
years), the scientists, engineers, planners, and others who prepared this 
final EIS conducted site inspections; reviewed a large volume of relevant 
literature (see Appendix B of the final EIS); and discussed the Project and 
its potential impacts with local experts, including experts at the cooperating 
agencies.  After we issue the final EIS, the Commission will decide 
whether to authorize the Project, after considering all relevant issues and 
the information in the record.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN54-4 Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the 

proposed Broadwater Project and concluded that they could not provide 
similar volumes of natural gas or energy equivalents to the New York City, 
Long Island, and Connecticut markets with less environmental impact than 
the proposed Project.  The alternatives we considered included energy 
conservation, renewable energy sources, and other existing and proposed 
LNG terminal and pipeline systems.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
IN54-5 Please see our response to comment IN54-1. 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-994



IN54 – Pat Lunden 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN54-6 The Executive Summary is intended to highlight the key findings of the 

EIS.  For additional details on the specific water use and impacts to water 
quality, refer to Section 3.2 of the final EIS.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-995



IN54 – Pat Lunden 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

We prepared and circulated the draft EIS to provide the public with the 
opportunity to comment on our environmental assessment.  We appreciate 
the information provided by the commentors, and where appropriate, we 
have revised the EIS in response to comments.  Further, in this appendix, 
we have provided responses to comments raised during the comment 
period.   

Portions of the concern raised in this comment have been addressed in 
responses to comments IN54-2 and IN54-3.  Further, we prepared the EIS 
in accordance with the requirements of NEPA and the FERC and CEQ 
guidelines.  As such, the EIS is intended to be a summary of information 
we considered and understandable to the general public.  Detailed data and 
other information we used in our analysis are available to the public either 
(1) in the Project record and filed in the docket for the Project (Docket No. 
CP06-54); or (2) in publicly accessible documents that we have cited in 
Appendix B of the final EIS.  In addition, the introduction to Section 3.0 of 
the EIS provides our definition of impact levels and durations.  Through 
our NEPA scoping process and with the assistance of scientists and 
engineering staff affiliated with our five cooperating agencies, all of whom 
are based in New York or Connecticut, we believe that we have 
collaborated with area scientists, environmental professionals, and scholars 
in preparing this EIS. 

The final EIS identifies the environmental impacts that are likely to occur.  
In our environmental analyses of projects, we recommend either design 
changes or mitigation measures to eliminate or reduce impacts, particularly 
if we initially determine that an impact would be significant.  If we cannot 
reduce an impact below the “significant” level, we identify that in the 
project’s EIS; and the Commission decides whether that level of impact is 
acceptable based on consideration of all the issues associated with the 
project.     

Please see our responses to comments IN54-7 and IN54-8.   

 
 
 
IN54-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN54-8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN54-9 
 
 
 
 
 
IN54-10 
 
 
 

N-996



IN55 – Denise Ullrich 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN55-1 As indicated in Section 2.2.1 of the final EIS, all marine vessels not related 

to the Project would be excluded from the safety and security zone around 
the FSRU unless given specific permission to enter the zone by the Coast 
Guard Captain of the Port.   

 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-997



IN55 – Denise Ullrich 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN55-2 Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS describes the potential results of a release of 

LNG from the FSRU based on methods accepted by experts in LNG risk 
analysis.  Additionally, a spill of LNG would not reach land and have 
access to an aquifer, and LNG does not mix with or dissolve in water.  
Therefore, aquifers would not be affected by an LNG spill.    

 
 
 
 
 
 
IN55-3 As described in Section 1.3 of the final EIS, FERC has authority to 

authorize LNG import facilities under Section 3 of the NGA.  Broadwater 
has followed the standard procedure for applying for authorization for an 
LNG terminal and has not appealed to FERC to usurp local government’s 
authority.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN55-4 No portion of the waters of Long Island Sound would be sold if the Project 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-998



IN55 – Denise Ullrich 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN55-5 Section 3.9.1.2 of the final EIS describes the air emissions during off-

loading and operation of the proposed Project.    
 
IN55-6 The only stack proposed is the emergency flare stack located at the top of 

the flare tower, which is depicted in Figures 2.1-2 and 2.1-3 of the final 
EIS.  Gas turbine exhaust is recovered and transferred to the SCV system.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN55-7 The procedure for issuing a Coast Guard Certificate of Fitness is currently 

in place for existing vessel traffic requiring such certification.  If 
Broadwater is authorized to operate, the Coast Guard would extend the 
procedure to the LNG carriers associated with the Project.  Other 
requirements associated with safety and security are required by the 
Captain of the Port Long Island Sound for all foreign vessels, as described 
in Section 2.3 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS).  Additional safety 
and security measures for the Broadwater Project, if approved for 
operation, are presented in Sections 4, 5, and 8 of the WSR. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-999



IN55 – Denise Ullrich 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

Please see our response to comment IN55-7.  

 
 
 
 
IN55-8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-1000



IN56 – Kevin Ward 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-1001



IN56 – Kevin Ward 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

The modeling approach used by FERC, the Coast Guard, and Det Norske 
Veritas reflects the best available methods, uses conservative assumptions 
that would err on the side of public safety, and uses the most protective 
results.  This modeling approach has been accepted on many other 
proposed LNG projects, including offshore projects with the potential for 
spills on water.  A report by the Government Accountability Office (GAO 
2007) provides additional substantiation for the validity of the approach 
taken in the risk analyses for the Project.  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 15 
experts were of the opinion that current methods for estimating LNG fire 
heat hazard distances are “about right” or too conservative. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN56-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-1002



IN57 – Marge Acosta 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN57-1 As stated in Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS, the proposed pipeline would 

be installed through use of a subsea plow, and we have included a 
recommendation to actively backfill the trench.  This technology is 
recommended by NOAA for reducing damage to the seafloor and greatly 
reducing recovery time (NOAA 2005a).  Backfilling and post-construction 
monitoring methods would be developed in coordination with federal and 
state resource agencies.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN57-2 As discussed in our response to comment LA15-6, LNG carriers are not 

expected to discharge ballast water into Long Island Sound since they 
would arrive in Long Island Sound laden with cargo (see Section 3.2.3.2 of 
the final EIS).  In the unlikely event that they did discharge ballast water, it 
would be conducted in accordance with federal and international 
regulations-including EPA’s pending ballast water measures for foreign 
vessels, to be enacted in 2008, intended to minimize potential impacts of 
invasive species.     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-1003



IN57 – Marge Acosta 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-1004



IN58 – Marge Acosta 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN58-1 As stated in Section 3.10.1 of the final EIS, LNG is not explosive.  Natural 

gas from LNG, if confined, can explode.  The Skikda incident was 
investigated by a team that included FERC staff.  The initial explosion has 
been attributed to natural gas vapors being drawn into a fired boiler, where 
they ignited within a confined space.  A subsequent, larger explosion was 
attributed to a secondary gas accumulation within an outdoor area that was 
at least partially confined by surrounding process units and buildings.  This 
is consistent with the characteristics of LNG and natural gas described in 
Section 3.10.1 of the final EIS.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN58-2 The comment regarding FERC’s requirements for setbacks and safety 

zones (NFPA 59A) is applicable to land-based facilities and references 
“property lines that can be built upon”; it is not applicable to the FSRU.  
Section 3.10.3 describes the methods used to determine the extent of the 
hazard zones of the proposed Project, including the potential extent of a 
vapor dispersion cloud.   

 
 
 
 
 
IN58-3 Section 3.10.4.2 of the final EIS describes the IMO conventions and design 

standards for LNG carriers.    
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-1005



IN58 – Marge Acosta 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN58-4 Section 3.10.4.2 of the final EIS describes the IMO conventions and design 

standards for LNG carriers.      
 
 
 
IN58-5 The risk assessments described in Section 1.4.3 of the WSR (Appendix C 

of the final EIS) and Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS address what the Coast 
Guard and FERC consider worst-case incidents.  As presented in Section 
8.4 of the WSR, the Coast Guard made the preliminary determination that 
the risks associated with the FSRU and LNG carriers could be managed 
with implementation of its recommended mitigation measures.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-1006



IN58 – Marge Acosta 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-1007



IN58 – Marge Acosta 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-1008




