
LA3 – Suffolk County Department of Fire, Rescue and Emergency Services 
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LA3 – Suffolk County Department of Fire, Rescue and Emergency Services 
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LA3 – Suffolk County Department of Fire, Rescue and Emergency Services 
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LA3 – Suffolk County Department of Fire, Rescue and Emergency Services 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, Broadwater would be 
required to work with the appropriate federal, state, and local agencies to 
prepare an Emergency Response Plan.  The plan would include a Cost-
Sharing Plan to provide funding for the agencies that agree to participate in 
emergency response actions.  FERC must approve the Emergency 
Response Plan prior to final approval to begin construction. 

LA3-1 
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LA3 – Suffolk County Department of Fire, Rescue and Emergency Services 
 

 
LA3-2 The Coast Guard’s risk analysis did not indicate that a release of LNG from 

the FSRU could result in an unignited vapor cloud reaching Southold.  The 
FSRU would be about 9 miles from the nearest shoreline, and 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 ignitable vapor 
cloud would extend from the FSRU is 4.7 miles.  For more detail, please 
refer to Section 3.10.3.2 of the final EIS.  Additionally, the calculations 
used to determine the extent of the unignited vapor cloud were based on the 
methods and information in the Sandia Report (Sandia 2004) and other 
relevant data available at the time the WSR was prepared. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA3-3 If Broadwater receives initial authorization from FERC, it would be 

required to coordinate with federal, state, and local agencies to develop an 
Emergency Response Plan (see Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS), an SPCC 
plan (see Section 3.2.2.1 of the final EIS), and a hazardous materials 
Facility Response Plan (as outlined in 33 CFR 154).  These plans would 
address both 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 proposed Project.  
FERC must approve the Emergency Response Plan prior to any final 
approval to begin construction.  If the plans are not sufficient, or if either 
FERC or the Coast Guard has additional concerns regarding safety, 
security, or environmental impacts associated with implementation of the 
plans, FERC would not authorize Broadwater to operate the facility.  As a 
result, all aspects of the emergency response needs for Project safety would 
be addressed by FERC and the Coast Guard, as would the plans for spill 
control and countermeasures. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The onshore support facilities for the proposed Project would be housed in 
existing buildings and therefore generally would be subject to the same 
firefighting needs as the existing or past tenants.  We agree with the 
comment that information on stored materials would be required for 
firefighters.  Broadwater would need to comply with hazardous materials 
reporting requirements under the Emergency Planning and Community 
Right to Know Act (EPCRA), under which hazardous materials inventories 
are reported annually to state and local emergency response agencies.  
Hazardous materials information would be included in the Emergency 
Response Plan and the SPCC plan (see the response to comment LA3-3).  
Those plans would provide information on what would be stored at the 
onshore support facilities, who would be responsible for response to 
emergency situations, what initial response actions and notifications would 
occur in the event of an emergency, and other information important to first 
responders.   

LA3-4 
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LA3 – Suffolk County Department of Fire, Rescue and Emergency Services 
 

LA3-4 Continued 
Broadwater would not be authorized to initiate construction until a 
satisfactory Emergency Response Plan and SPCC plan are completed and 
approved by FERC. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
LA3-5 Section 3.10.9.3 of the final EIS provides information regarding a leak of 

natural gas from the underwater pipeline.  Section 3.10.3.2 of the final EIS 
has been revised to address an underwater LNG release from the FSRU or 
an LNG carrier. 

 
 
 
 
 
LA3-6 Please see our response to comment LA3-3.  
 
 
 
 
LA3-7 Please see our response to comment LA3-3.  
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LA3 – Suffolk County Department of Fire, Rescue and Emergency Services 
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LA4 – Long Island Farm Bureau 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA4-1 Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS addresses impacts on commercial fishing of 

the proposed safety and security zones surrounding the FSRU and LNG 
carriers.  Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS has been updated to include a 
discussion on the impacts to commercial lobstermen from the proposed 
moving safety and security zones around LNG carriers as they enter and 
exit the Sound.  The 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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA4-2 The assessment of potential impacts to commercial fishermen in 

Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS includes consideration of the “reshuffling of 
fishing territory” due to implementation of the proposed safety and security 
zone around the FSRU.  Section 3.6.8.1 also has been revised to further 
address impacts to commercial fishermen from the proposed moving safety 
and security zones around LNG carriers. 

 
 
 
 
 
LA4-3 Please see our response to comment LA4-1.
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LA4 – Long Island Farm Bureau 
 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
 

S Section 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS addresses potential impacts to 
recreational fishing and tourism, and Section 3.6.8.2 of the final EIS 
describes potential economic impacts to water-based recreation.    

Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS presents the impacts to commercial fishing 
and states that the impacts would be minor.  Long Island supports about 
474 commercial fishermen, and Long Island is only one component of a 
regional fishery.  Because the impacts to commercial fishing would be 
minor, if a catch reduction in Long Island Sound is attributable to 
Broadwater, it would be very small.  The magnitude of the potential catch 
reduction would not result in a measurable impact to the retail seafood 
industry. 

Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS addresses the impacts to commercial 
fishing.  Overall, impacts to commercial fishing would be minor, 
temporary, and localized during LNG carrier transits for the life of the 
Project.  Many commercial fishing vessels likely would not experience any 
conflict with an LNG carrier and its associated safety and security zone 
because only one carrier would be present in the Sound at any one time.   

The potential impacts of water intakes and discharges are described in 
detail in Sections 3.2.3 and 3.3.2 of the final EIS.  The estimated yearly 
entrainment and impingement impacts would represent less than 
approximately 0.1 percent of the standing crop in the central basin of Long 
Island Sound, and these losses are not expected to affect the overall finfish 
or lobster population within Long Island Sound. 

 
 
LA4-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA4-5 
 
 
 
 
 
LA4-6 
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LA5 – New York City Energy Policy Task Force 
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LA5 – New York City Energy Policy Task Force 
 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
 

Thank you for your comments.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA5-1 
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LA6 – Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington and East Hampton 
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LA6 – Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington and East Hampton 
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LA6 – Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington and East Hampton 
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LA6 – Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington and East Hampton 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA6-1 The EIS was prepared in compliance with the environmental review 

requirements of NEPA and did not consider in any way the “business 
interests of the Project sponsors.”  All conclusions presented are supported 
quantitatively and/or by best professional judgment.  Section 4.0 of the 
final EIS presents the data and rationale for our determination that the 
alternatives to the Broadwater Project would result in greater impacts than 
those of the proposed Project.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
LA6-2 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.  
Based on consideration of the studies referenced in the EIS, FERC has 
concluded that, if regional prices are to be stabilized and if the integrity and 
reliability of the region’s home heating and energy networks are to be 
maintained, new sources of natural gas – preferably from regions outside of 
the Gulf of Mexico and Canada – are needed for the New York City, Long 
Island, and Connecticut region.   

Section 1.1.2.2 of the final EIS describes the relationship between natural 
gas as an energy source for end users and as input for electrical generation, 
and also addresses the current generating and distribution plans of LIPA 
and KeySpan Energy.   
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LA6 – Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington and East Hampton 

 
 
LA6-3 Please see our response to comment LA6-2.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA6-4 As noted by the commentor, FERC has addressed the overall need for 

natural gas in the region and alternatives to the Project.  However, the cost 
of natural gas to Long Islanders is not a component of our environmental 
review of the Project and therefore was not addressed in the EIS. 
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LA6 – Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington and East Hampton 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA6-5 As stated in Section 1.1.2.2 of the final EIS, LIPA is designated as the 

“provider of last resort” for Long Island.  This is a legally defined term that 
simply means that LIPA is responsible for offering power supply to any 
customer unwilling or unable to arrange for an alternative power supply.  
As the provider of last resort, LIPA has assumed much of the responsibility 
for ensuring that Long Island has sufficient generating capacity.  We agree 
with the commentor that, except for the providers of power for the Green 
Choice Program, LIPA is in practice the provider of electrical power for 
residents of Long Island. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA6-6 At the time this final EIS was prepared, Broadwater had not specified the 

planned sources of LNG for the Project.  As indicated in Section 1.1 of the 
final EIS, evaluation of pricing and long-term availability of non-U.S. 
sources is not within the jurisdiction of FERC and is thus beyond the scope 
of this EIS. 
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LA6 – Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington and East Hampton 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA6-7 Section 1.1.1 of the final EIS lists the volumes of gas estimated to be 

transported to New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut.  The 
distribution of natural gas within communities is the responsibility of local 
distribution companies (LDCs), not Broadwater or IGTS.  The increased 
volume of gas that would be available in the IGTS pipeline if the 
Broadwater Project is implemented could be used by LDCs in existing 
distribution lines.    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA6-8 As discussed in Section 4.5.1 of the final EIS, IGTS (in a letter to FERC 

dated April 11, 2006) indicated that the proposed Broadwater Project 
would allow gas to flow through the IGTS pipeline to markets in 
Connecticut, Long Island, and New York City without improvements to the 
existing IGTS pipeline.  This would be possible since the pressure would 
be provided at the FSRU, not by additional compression along the IGTS 
pipeline. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
LA6-9 Information on who would sell natural gas to Long Island users and at what 

cost is beyond the scope of our environmental review and therefore has not 
been included in either the draft or final EIS.   
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LA6 – Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington and East Hampton 

 
 
 
LA6-10 The commentor made a general statement about comparative impacts, but 

that comment does not include consideration of the specific environmental 
conditions that are relevant to the impact analysis for the proposed 
Broadwater Project versus those of the alternatives.  These conditions have 
been addressed throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS and in Section 4.0, 
which also present the data and rationale for our determination that the 
alternatives to the proposed Broadwater Project would result in greater 
impacts than those of the proposed Project.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA6-11 The environmental regulatory policies of New York City are beyond the 

scope of our environmental review of the Broadwater Project.  However, 
those policies, as well as those implemented by Long Island and 
Connecticut, have affected the health of Long Island Sound.  The condition 
of the Sound is described in great detail throughout Section 3.0 of the final 
EIS.  We have also discussed the causes of the decline, which are believed 
to be related primarily, though not exclusively, to historical and current 
discharges-especially wastewater and stormwater-into the Sound.  The 
Broadwater Project and alternatives to the Project were evaluated with 
regard to the ability to provide the needed gas to the region, not just to 
Long Island. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA6-12 Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to include the most recent 

available information on other LNG terminal projects, including the Safe 
Harbor Project and other offshore LNG projects in the region.  This 
updated analysis concludes that the Safe Harbor Project would not reduce 
environmental impacts relative to those of the Broadwater Project.  Further, 
the Safe Harbor Project could not use the Transco pipeline, as proposed, to 
deliver natural gas to New York City in comparable volumes without 
additional pipeline and compressor station construction. 
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LA6 – Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington and East Hampton 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA6-13 Section 3.5.5.2 of the final EIS describes the procedures required to obtain 

an easement for the Project and Section 3.5.7.4 of the final EIS addresses 
the Project in relation to public trust issues.  The legal issues associated 
with granting easements and the use of public trust lands are not 
components of our environmental review and therefore have not been 
included in the EIS; however, it is worth noting that several utilities and 
numerous dock and harbor facilities use public trust lands for profitable 
endeavors. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA6-14 Please see our response to comment LA6-13.
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LA6 – Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington and East Hampton 

 
 
 
 
 
 
LA6-15 Summaries of the information Broadwater filed in its Coastal Zone 

Consistency Determination were presented in the draft EIS to provide 
readers with an understanding of what Broadwater’s position was for each 
policy and then referred to our impact analysis that related to the topic.  As 
stated in Section 3.5.7.1 of the final EIS, it is the responsibility of 
NYSDOS to determine whether the Broadwater Project complies with 
coastal policies.  It is our understanding that NYSDOS will make that 
determination after the final EIS is issued.  Consequently, FERC cannot 
provide documentation of the decision in the EIS.  Finally, because 
NYSDOS is responsible for reviewing Broadwater’s consistency 
determination and either concurring or disagreeing with the information 
presented based on its regulations, policies, and guidelines, it would be 
inappropriate for FERC to separately assess the Broadwater determination. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA6-16 Please see our response to comment LA6-15.
 
 
LA6-17 Please see our response to comment LA6-15.  In addition, we have revised 

Section 3.5.7 of the final EIS to include information on Local Waterfront 
Revitalization Plans of the towns. 
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LA6 – Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington and East Hampton 

 
 
 
LA6-18 The commentor has failed to read the text clearly provided on page 3-103.  

We state that the policy summaries listed on pages 3-103 through 3-107 are 
“…summaries of key information from the applicant’s consistency 
determination” (emphasis added).  At no point did we suggest that those 
were FERC’s determinations of consistency.  We have not attempted to 
infringe on the responsibility of NYSDOS and assess Broadwater’s 
compliance with the policies, and we clearly did not provide a biased 
review.  We simply stated in the draft EIS what Broadwater had 
determined.  To avoid confusion, we omitted the text on Broadwater’s 
review in the final EIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA6-19 Please see our response to comment LA6-15.
 
 
 
 
 
LA6-20 FERC and the Coast Guard have conducted extensive assessments of 

safety, security, and hazards.  We believe that the statement that the draft 
EIS “unjustifiably minimizes” the risk of “potential horrific consequences 
to the public” is inaccurate and misleading.  Section 3.10 of the EIS 
identifies the potential risks and hazards posed by the proposed Project, 
including evaluations of the potential consequences from a large-scale 
release of LNG to water.  In addition, Sections 4, 6, and 8 of the WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS) address hazards, risks, and consequences of 
major incidents.  As described in both documents, Hazard Zones 1 and 2 do 
not extend to shorelines for releases from the FSRU or from the LNG 
carriers while along the proposed transit routes.  The individual resource 
sections of the final EIS have been revised to include information on the 
potential impacts of a release from an LNG carrier while in the proposed 
transit route.  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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LA6 – Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington and East Hampton 
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LA6 – Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington and East Hampton 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The alternatives analysis consisted of a screening process that first 
considered the ability of an alternative to meet the purpose of the proposed 
Project and then considered the potential environmental impacts of the 
alternatives.  Based on those two criteria, none of the alternatives were 
superior to the proposed Project, and we did not find it necessary to 
evaluate the comparative risks of alternatives with those of the proposed 
Project. 

We believe an additional independent risk assessment of the hazards 
associated with the Project and alternatives to the Project is not warranted.  
(FERC didn’t do a risk assessment.  Risk = consequence x probability.  We 
did a “consequence” analysis but we avoid the “probability” factor for 
numerous reasons). 

LA6-21 
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LA6 – Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington and East Hampton 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA6-22 As stated in Section 4.3.5 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) and in 

Sections 2.1.2, 3.2.1.2, and 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS, the YMS would be 
designed to withstand the forces equivalent to those of a Class 5 hurricane; 
and all design reviews of the facility would be conducted by an 
independent certifying entity, as addressed in Section 4.6.2 of the WSR.  If 
the Project is authorized to proceed to operation by FERC, that 
authorization would be based on the detailed design information required 
for the continuing evaluation of safety and security.  Section 3.10.2.3 of the 
final EIS and Section 4.3.5 of the WSR address the possibility and the risk 
of the FSRU breaking away from the YMS.  In addition, as described in 
Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, Broadwater would be required to prepare an 
Emergency Response Plan in cooperation with the appropriate federal, 
state, and local agencies prior to construction of the FSRU.  That plan 
would address emergency situations and appropriate responses for a variety 
of situations, including the FSRU breaking away from the YMS and the 
appropriate response procedures.  FERC must approve the Emergency 
Response Plan prior to final approval to begin construction. 
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LA6 – Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington and East Hampton 

 
 
 
LA6-23 The commentor misrepresents our coordination with NMFS.  NMFS is a 

federal cooperating agency in the preparation of the EIS.  FERC has been 
coordinating with NMFS for over 2 years regarding fisheries issues 
(including EFH) and threatened and endangered species.  This coordination 
has included a variety of interagency meetings and conference calls, and 
submittal of the interagency draft of the EIS, interagency final EIS, and the 
EFH assessment to NMFS for review and comment prior to public 
distribution.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
LA6-24 The commentor misrepresents the statements throughout the EIS.  

Section 3.2.3.2 (among numerous others) repeatedly identifies the specific 
water volumes that would be used by the proposed Project.  However, the 
statement in question explicitly relates to the closed-loop regasification 
process, which does not use seawater for vaporization.  Open-loop 
vaporization, which has been proposed for other offshore LNG terminals, 
can use over 100 million gallons of water per day.  In addition, these 
terminals with open-loop vaporization would also require volumes of 
cooling water and ballast water for FSRU and LNG carrier operations, 
similar to that proposed for the Project. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 3.1.2.2 has been updated in the final EIS to provide more 
information on this topic.  FERC recommends that Broadwater conduct 
post-construction monitoring to assess backfilling and successful burial of 
the pipeline, rather than allow the trench to backfill naturally. 

LA6-25 
 
 
 
 
LA6-26 As described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, Broadwater would be 

required to develop an Emergency Response Plan and the plan would need 
to be approved by FERC before Broadwater could receive approval to 
begin construction of the facility.  Consequently, prior to construction, all 
aspects of the emergency response needs for the Project would be 
addressed by FERC and the Coast Guard. 
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LA6 – Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington and East Hampton 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS describes the requirements of the 
Emergency Response Plan that Broadwater must prepare, including timing, 
agency participation, and cost sharing.  FERC must approve the plan prior 
to authorizing construction of the proposed Project. 

LA6-27 
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LA6 – Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington and East Hampton 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
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LA7 – Town of Brookhaven 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA7-1 Section 4.8 of the EIS discusses both onshore facility alternatives and states 

that Broadwater is not proposing any modification to either site except for 
installation of a perimeter fence and a security checkpoint/guard station.  
Use of these sites would not result in significant impacts, and neither site 
appears to offer an environmental advantage over the other.  As stated in 
the EIS, we do not believe that construction of a perimeter fence on a 
disturbed site warrants further review. 
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LA7 – Town of Brookhaven 
 

 
 
 
 
 
LA7-2 As described in Section 3.5.2.3 of the final EIS, Broadwater proposes to 

use existing facilities and has identified the area within which the facilities 
are located.  Therefore, as currently proposed, no impacts would be 
expected with the use of the existing onshore facilities by the Project.  
When the specific facilities are chosen and the final use plan is prepared, 
FERC is requiring Broadwater (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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA7-3 Thank you for identifying these discrepancies.  Onshore support facilities 

are discussed in Section 2.4.4 of the final EIS.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA7-4 All of the mailed copies of the draft (over 5,000) and final EIS contain 

Figures 2.4-2 and 2.4-3.  They were designated “Non-Internet Public” for 
the draft EIS and were not available on the FERC website.  We have re-
evaluated the figures and removed the “Non-Internet Public” designation 
for the final EIS. 
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LA7 – Town of Brookhaven 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA7-5 The figure was not excluded from the draft EIS (see response to comment 

LA7-4).  We have re-evaluated the figures and removed the “Non-Internet 
Public” designation for the final EIS.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA7-6 The purpose of Figures 2.4-2 and 2.4-3 is to depict the areas within which 

Broadwater has proposed locating the onshore facilities, not to specify land 
uses in that area.  Broadwater would use existing facilities that would be 
consistent with existing uses.  Nevertheless, in response to this comment, 
we have revised the figures in the final EIS to use more current base maps. 

 
 
 
 
 
LA7-7 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.  By 
selecting existing facilities for Project-related use that would be similar to 
current use, we do not anticipate that there would be a greater threat of 
terrorist activity at the facilities than currently exists. 
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LA7 – Town of Brookhaven 
 

 
 
 
LA7-8 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 programs.  
NYSDOS is responsible for determining whether the Project is consistent 
with those policies.  It is our understanding that the agency will file its 
determination with FERC after the final EIS has been issued.  However, the 
determination will not address a “heavily secured onshore support facility . 
. . with the kind of military weaponry necessary for Homeland Security 
purposes . . .” because the onshore facilities would have only a small 
guardhouse at the entrance to prevent unauthorized entry.  The proposed 
use of the facility (as described in response to comment LA7-7) does not 
require a higher level of security. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 3.5.7.2 has been revised to address the Long Island North Shore 
Heritage Management Plan. LA7-9 
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LA7 – Town of Brookhaven 
 

 
 
 
LA7-10 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.  FERC must 
approve the plan prior to authorizing construction of the proposed Project.  
Section 3.6.6.2 of the final EIS presents an assessment of the expected 
changes in local government revenue associated with construction and 
operation of the proposed Project.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA7-11 Please see our response to comment LA7-10.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA7-12 Please see our response to comment LA7-8.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
 N-335



LA7 – Town of Brookhaven 
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LA7 – Town of Brookhaven 
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LA7 – Town of Brookhaven 
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LA7 – Town of Brookhaven 
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N-339



LA8 – Town of East Hampton 
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LA8 – Town of East Hampton 
 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
 

As described in Section 3.7.1.3 of the final EIS, the Montauk Channel 
Route is an alternative route for LNG carriers that would not be used on a 
regular basis.  The shortest distance between the proposed Montauk 
Channel Route and Montauk Point would be about 8 miles (due east of 
Montauk Point), and the remainder of the route would be substantially 
farther.  Hazard Zones 1 and 2 (see Section 1.4.4 of the WSR [Appendix C 
of the final EIS] and Sections 3.10.3 and 3.10.4 of the final EIS) would be 
approximately 7 miles offshore from Montauk Point and substantially 
farther from the other shorelines of the eastern end of Long Island.   

As described in Section 3.10 of the final EIS and throughout the WSR, 
LNG carriers have been in operation for decades without a major release of 
LNG.  Further, LNG carriers ply waters throughout the world, including 
major ports, channels, and rivers, without onshore facilities being shut 
down during transit, with the exception of carriers transiting through 
Boston Harbor which is located in a highly urbanized area.  Finally, as 
described in Section 3.10 of the final EIS and in Section 8.3 of the WSR, 
the Coast Guard has made the preliminary determination that the transport 
of LNG in carriers in the Project Waterway would be a manageable risk 
with implementation of its recommended mitigation measures.  Therefore, 
it would not be appropriate to close Montauk Inlet, onshore facilities, 
tourist attractions, or the docks in the Montauk harbor area when an LNG 
carrier is in transit. 

There is currently no plan to require the Town of East Hampton to assist in 
security activities associated with the proposed Project.  Section 3.10.6 of 
the final EIS has been revised to provide additional information regarding 
implementation of the proposed safety and security zones around the LNG 
carriers.  As noted in that section, the Coast Guard would be the agency 
with primary responsibility for enforcing the safety and security zone 
around each carrier but may allow local agencies to assist in security 
activities.  However, the proposed LNG carrier route is about 8 miles from 
Montauk Point and much farther from other portions of the Town, 
suggesting that other state or local agencies would be involved in assisting 
the Coast Guard, if any are requested to assist.   

Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS also 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 
involved federal, state, and local agencies.  FERC must approve the plan 
prior to authorizing construction of the proposed Project. 

 
 
LA8-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA8-2 
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LA9 – Bill Taylor - Town of East Hampton 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA9-1 Resource requirements for safety and security enforcement would be 

determined during development of the safety and security plan for the 
Project, and in part, during development of the Emergency Response Plan 
described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS.  Broadwater would be 
responsible for coordination with relevant federal, state, and local agencies.  
If the Coast Guard determines that an adequate force for protection of the 
Project is not available, or if either FERC or the Coast Guard has additional 
concerns about safety or security, FERC would not further authorize the 
Project. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA9-2 We agree with the comment that use of Montauk Channel by LNG carriers 

would be limited by weather conditions and vessel draft.  As stated in 
Section 3.7.3.1 of the final EIS, Montauk Channel is an alternate route: 
“Point Judith Pilot Station is considered the primary pilot boarding station, 
with Montauk Point Pilot Station considered an alternate.  Vessel draft and 
weather conditions limit the use of the Montauk Point Pilot Station: vessels 
with a draft in excess of 38 feet may not be piloted through Montauk 
Channel; and pilots using Montauk Channel may not pilot a vessel if 
weather conditions, sea state, or vessel traffic ‘pose a threat to the safety of 
any person, vessel, prudent navigation, or safety of the environment.”  
However, as stated in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final 
EIS), the Coast Guard has made the preliminary determination that the 
proposed use of the Project Waterway by the LNG carriers would be 
manageable with implementation of the recommended mitigation measures. 
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LA9-3 Thank you for providing the slips and mooring data.  The comment 

compares the number of commercial fishing vessels based in Montauk, as 
presented in the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), with the total number 
of vessels, including recreational vessels, in Montauk.  This comparison is 
therefore not appropriate.  The impacts to recreational boating and fishing 
are presented in Section 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS and the impacts to 
commercial vessels are described in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS.  These 
analyses consider all vessels, including the vessels of concern to the Town 
of East Hampton.  As noted in the final EIS, the impacts to those vessels 
due to operation of the LNG carriers and their associated safety and 
security zones would be at most temporary and localized during LNG 
carrier transits, which would periodically continue for the life of the 
Project. 
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LA10 – East Hampton Town Commercial Fisheries 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA10-1 As proposed by the Coast Guard, the moving 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.  Only the moving safety and security zone around 
each carrier would be an exclusion zone, not the entire transit path that 
extends in front of and behind the proposed safety and security zone of an 
LNG carrier.  The amount of time for the LNG carrier and its associated 
safety and security zone to pass any single point would be about 15 
minutes.  Only vessels in the path of the LNG carriers and their safety and 
security zones would need to “leave the area” during LNG carrier transit; 
however, that departure would be temporary, lasting only for the time 
required for the carrier and its safety and security zone to pass.  As 
described in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, some vessels not in the path of 
the carriers may be required to make minor alternations in their routes to 
pass behind or ahead of a carrier and its safety and security zone.  Very few 
vessels would be required to “cease their activities and leave the area.” 
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LA10 – East Hampton Town Commercial Fisheries 
 

LA10-2 We have assessed the impacts of LNG carrier transit and have found, as 
presented in Sections 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, that disruptions to 
recreational and commercial marine traffic would be minor, localized, and 
temporary when they did occur during LNG carrier transit.  Our response to 
comment LA10-1 also addresses this comment.  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.  Based on 
the proposed mitigation measures recommended by the Coast Guard and 
our impact assessments, the passage of LNG carriers would not likely cause 
“serious disruption” to the East Hampton economy.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA10-3 Sections 3.6.8.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS have been revised to address 

the potential impacts to commercial lobstermen, trawlers, and commercial 
hand line fishing from the proposed moving safety and security zones 
around LNG carriers as they enter and exit the Sound, as well as throughout 
the Sound.  This analysis considered the potential that other large vessels 
entering or exiting the Race may alter course, taking them through areas 
with high lobster pot density.  As noted in those sections, implementation 
of the proposed Project would result in minor and temporary impacts to 
some commercial fishermen during LNG carrier transit, with many 
fishermen not affected at all.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA10-4 Our response to comment LA10-1 provides information on the temporary 

and localized conflicts with the LNG carriers and their proposed safety and 
security zones that some fishing vessels may experience.  Hand line fishing 
would be able to continue immediately outside the proposed moving safety 
and security zone around an LNG carrier.  If a fishing vessel had to relocate 
to exit the path of an oncoming LNG carrier, the interruption would be 
temporary when it did occur and would not occur more than once per day 
for the life of the Project. 
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Our response to comment LA10-1 provides information on the temporary 
and localized conflicts with the LNG carriers and their proposed safety and 
security zones that some trawlers may experience.  In addition, as stated in 
Section 3.7.1.3 of the final EIS, the Montauk Point Pilot Station and the 
area between Block Island and Montauk Point would be used as an 
alternate route for the carriers; most carriers would use the Point Judith 
Pilot Station.  As a result, there would not be six LNG carrier trips per 
week through Montauk Channel, and any interruptions of trawl fishing due 
to the presence of a carrier and its safety and security zone would be 
temporary and localized during LNG carrier transit.  Trawling would 
continue while a carrier is in the area without interruption for many 
trawlers, and those in the vicinity of a carrier and its safety and security 
zone could continue trawling by either slightly altering their routes for 15 
to 30 minutes, or by delaying trawling for the 15 minutes required for a 
carrier and its safety and security zone to pass. 

LA10-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA10-6 Thank you for providing this information.  We have revised Section 3.6.8.1 

of the final EIS to include the data provided in your comment.    
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Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
 

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.  As a result, if a carrier entered the Race when 
lobster fishermen who are actively working pots, the lobstermen may be 
required to temporarily move from their fishing positions, dependent on the 
exact location of the carrier and its proposed safety and security zone.  
However, as stated in Section 3.7.1.4, Broadwater has committed to 
avoiding LNG carrier transit through the Race around slack tide (contingent 
on Coast Guard approval of specific transits).  Further, FERC expects that 
the 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, LNG carrier transits of the Race 
would not cause lobstermen to lose a full day of fishing time or los a total 
gross income of $330,000. 

As described in the responses above and in Sections 3.6.8.1 and 3.7.1.4 of 
the final EIS, implementation of the proposed Project would result in minor 
and temporary impacts to commercial fishing during carrier transit for the 
life of the Project.  LNG carriers transiting to and from the FSRU and using 
the alternate Montauk Channel route would be no closer than about 12 
miles from Montauk Harbor, with no more than one transit per day; 
however, as described in Section 3.7.1.3 of the final EIS, most carriers 
would use the Point Judith route and would be farther from Montauk 
Harbor.  The carriers would appear similar to other commercial shipping 
vessels and would represent an increase in commercial shipping traffic in 
Long Island Sound of about 1 percent.  The FSRU would not be visible 
from Montauk Harbor.  As a result, the Project would likely not measurably 
affect the economy of the Montauk area, would not impact Montauk 
Harbor, and would result in at most a minor effect on the character of the 
community and the way of life.   

Please see our response to comment LA10-2.  
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LA10-9 
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LA11 - Town of Oyster Bay 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA11-1 Section 3.5.7 of the final EIS has been revised to address the Long Island 

North Shore Heritage Area Management Plan.    
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LA11-2 As described in Section 3.5.2.2 of the final EIS, the Broadwater Project 

would not serve as a stimulus for future offshore industrialization of the 
Sound.  Further, future proposals would be reviewed for compliance with 
then-existing and applicable environmental regulations, coastal zone 
management policies, and other applicable requirements.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA11-3 Broadwater submitted a coastal consistency certification to NYSDOS and 

to FERC that contains Broadwater’s analysis of the Project’s consistency 
with New York State coastal policies, including applicable policies of the 
Long Island Sound CMP and the applicable local land management plans.  
In Section 3.5.7.1 of the final EIS, we summarize the coastal policies but 
do not assert consistency because 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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The EIS text did not make a direct comparison between the transient 
industrial activities on the open waters of the Sound and the presence of the 
FSRU.  In Section 3.5.2 of the EIS, summary information on the 
commercial activity on the open waters of the Sound is provided to make it 
clear that the LNG carrier activity would not add substantially to the 
commercial use of the Sound.  In our environmental review process, we 
have assessed the impacts of the Project, including operation of the FSRU 
at its proposed location, for all of the appropriate natural resources, visual 
resources, land use, and socioeconomics.  We determined that the overall 
impacts would be minor.   

LA11-4 
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LA11-5 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.  Legal issues related to public trust lands are 
not a component of our environmental review process and are therefore not 
included in the final EIS.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA11-6 Sections 1.1 and 4.0 of the final EIS have been revised to include 

information on recent updates to the studies and potential energy projects.  
The revisions also address the issues raised by the commentor.  

 
 
 

As stated in Section 1.1.1 of the final EIS, the natural gas supply for New 
York and New England is primarily provided by pipelines originating in 
the Gulf of Mexico and Canada.  The 2007 Annual Energy Outlook (EIA 
2007a) projects that domestic lower-48 production of natural gas will 
remain relatively stable over the forecast period while net natural gas 
pipeline imports will decrease substantially during the forecast period, due 
primarily to a decrease in imports from Canada. 

LA11-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA11-8 An analysis of the global LNG market is not a component of our 

environmental review for the proposed Project and is not included in the 
final EIS.    

 
 
 
LA11-9 The final EIS has been revised to include additional information on the 

potential impacts of the proposed safety and security zones around the 
FSRU and the LNG carriers.  In the final EIS, recreational boating and 
fishing are addressed in Section 3.5.5.1, use of established trawl lanes is 
addressed in Section 3.5.5.2, commercial fishing and commercial shipping 
are addressed in Section 3.7.1.4, and economic impacts are addressed in 
Sections 3.6.8.1 and 3.6.8.2.   
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LA11-10 The Commission is responsible for reviewing applications for authorization 

to construct and operate natural gas pipelines, compressor stations, LNG 
terminals, and other associated facilities.  We are not proponents for any of 
the thousands of applications that we review each year.  We are proponents 
for our review process.  We do recognize that the expanded use of 
renewable sources of energy is important to the nation.  However, as 
described in Section 4.2.2 of the final EIS, the use of renewable resources 
and conservation measures could meet only a small portion of the region’s 
growing energy demands.  Section 4.2.5 has been updated to address the 
potential impact that implementation of the proposed Project may have on 
development of renewable energy sources. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA11-11 Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to clarify FERC’s rationale 

for not granting a Certificate for the proposed KeySpan LNG Project.  
FERC denied granting a Certificate because the KeySpan Project, as 
proposed, failed to adopt the current federal safety regulations for the 
existing LNG facilities.   

 
 
 
 
LA11-12 Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to include the most recent 

information available on the Safe Harbor Project and other proposed LNG 
terminal projects in New England and northeastern Canada.  This 
information presents quantified environmental impacts for each alternative 
project and compares them to the impacts for the proposed Broadwater 
Project.  There is no bias in the comparison.  This updated review confirms 
that these alternative projects could not satisfy projected natural gas needs 
for Connecticut, Long Island, and New York City with less environmental 
impact than the proposed Broadwater Project.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA11-13 We have not stated that gas could not be transported long distances.  As 

noted in response to comment LA11-12, the impacts associated with 
constructing the pipelines to alternative LNG terminals would be greater 
than those of the proposed Project. 

 
 
 
 
 
LA11-14 Please see our response to comment LA11-12.
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The list of the preparers of the EIS, including their affiliations and titles, is 
included as Appendix L of the final EIS.  Applicants are explicitly 
excluded from being involved in preparing FERC third-party EISs.  
Broadwater was not involved in any way in preparation of the EIS.   

The EIS was prepared by a team of experienced scientists and engineers.  
Section 1.2 of the final EIS lists the regulations and requirements that we 
followed in preparing the document.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA11-15 
 
 
 
LA11-16 
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LA12 – Town of Huntington – Town Board 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA12-1 Section 4.3.1 of the final EIS provides information on portions of the IGTS 

pipeline that are not associated with our environmental review as part of the 
proposed Broadwater Project.  

 
 
LA12-2 As discussed in Section 4.3.1 of the final EIS, IGTS has not indicated that 

improvements to the IGTS or Eastchester pipelines are contemplated 
beyond the proposed tie-in to the Broadwater pipeline as addressed in the 
EIS.  If improvements are proposed in the future, FERC would evaluate 
project impacts and alternative through a separate or supplemental NEPA 
document.    
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LA12-3 As described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS Broadwater would be 
required to prepare an Emergency Response Plan; development of the plan 
would include participation by federal, state, and local agencies.  The plan 
would need to be approved by FERC before Broadwater could receive 
approval to begin construction of the facility.  Consequently, prior to 
construction, all relevant aspects of the emergency response and security 
needs for the Project and for the other users of the area would be addressed.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA12-4 Broadwater submitted a coastal consistency certification to NYSDOS and 

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

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. 
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LA12-4 (Continued) 
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LA12-5 Impacts to commercial fishing are addressed in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final 

EIS, which has been updated to include impacts to commercial fishing in 
the eastern portion of the Sound.  Impacts to recreational boating and 
fishing are addressed in Section 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS, which also has 
been updated.  As noted in those sections, interruptions to lobster fishing, 
trawling, hand line fishing, and recreational boating and fishing would be 
localized and temporary during carrier transit, including in the Race.  In 
addition, Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS has been updated to address 
potential impacts to commercial fishermen who may be affected by the 
proposed moving safety and security zones around LNG carriers. 
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