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Sections 1.1.2 and 1.1.3 of the final EIS have been updated to include the 
most recent projections available at the time of final EIS preparation.   

Please see our responses to comments OC1-19 and OC1-20.

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, including the Canaport 
LNG Terminal and the Northeast Gateway and Neptune Deepwater Ports.   
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As described in Section 4.3.1 of the final EIS, delivery of natural gas from 
Canada or Massachusetts through existing pipeline systems would require 
infrastructure improvements to transport the gas to New York City and 
Long Island.  Although it would be technically feasible to provide gas 
through those systems, the infrastructure improvements would result in 
environmental impacts that would be greater than those of the proposed 
Broadwater Project.   

On August 27, 2007, Algonquin proposed the East to West HubLine 
Expansion Project, which would supply approximately 1.1 bcfd of natural 
gas, mostly derived from recently approved LNG terminals offshore of 
Massachusetts, to users in Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode Island, and 
eastern New York State.  As currently proposed, the East to West Project 
would require 46 miles of new or replaced pipeline, two new compressor 
stations, and modifications to five existing compressor stations and 32 
existing meter stations.  These improvements, which would impact more 
than 500 acres of existing land uses including wetlands, would not allow 
for the flow of natural gas to New York City and Long Island markets.  
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Please see our response to comment OC1-105.
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Please see our responses to comments OC1-45 and OC1-105.

Please see our responses to comments OC1-45 and OC1-105.

The EIS did not ignore the potential of delivering gas from terminals in 
eastern Canada and Massachusetts.  Those options were evaluated in 
Section 4.3.2 of the EIS.  Also see our responses to comments OC1-45, 
OC1-105, and OC1-107. 
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Sections 1.1.2 and 1.1.3 of the final EIS have been updated to include the 
most recent projections available at the time of final EIS preparation. 

Please see our response to comment OC1-20.  Although residents of Long 
Island, New York City, and Connecticut currently have access to “green 
energy programs” (which, for a price premium, inject renewable energy 
into the markets), these programs have not generated behavioral changes of 
the magnitude hypothesized.  FERC further notes that while additional 
state-based legislative initiatives could be used to require increased 
conservation and use of renewable energy, our analysis cannot be based on 
unknown future legislation.

Section 1.1.5.4 of the final EIS has been updated to more accurately 
represent the intention of the Synapse authors.   

Please see our response to comment OC1-20.  

Please see our response to comment OC1-102.  
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FERC is appreciative of the careful analysis done by Synapse and is acutely 
aware of the wide range of social issues related to energy production.  
While we appreciate the assertion by the authors of the Synapse report that 
they have identified socially preferable alternatives, we have not been able 
to identify behavioral data in support of this assertion.  The authors define 
costs broadly to include the security, environmental issues, geopolitical 
risk, and all other goods and services that are foregone in the attainment of 
some goal.  However, in consideration of that definition of costs, we do not 
believe that the current market behavior supports the assertion that the 
alternative means of supplying energy to the New York City, Long Island, 
and Connecticut markets would be less costly (that is, are socially 
preferable) relative to the proposed Project.  Instead, economic theory 
suggests that continued demand for natural gas in the face of rising prices 
reflects a willingness to incur the costs associated with natural gas relative 
to other alternatives. 
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We have addressed each of the concerns stated by the commentor in our 
responses above to the specific comments. 
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We have provided specific responses to the specific questions provided 
below to support this conclusion.  In general, the final EIS has been 
updated to address the specific technical comments that are germane to our 
environmental review (including environmental setting and potential 
impacts). 

As described below, we have provided specific responses to the 
commentor’s specific questions and recommendations regarding alternative 
LNG terminal locations and pipeline routes.   
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Section 3.1.1.3 of the final EIS has been updated to provide more detail on 
the geologic setting at the proposed YMS site, as well as additional 
information on YMS installation methods as it relates to geology. 

Sections 2.3.2 and 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS describe the pipeline 
construction procedures as they relate to seafloor disturbance. 
Section 2.4.2 of the final EIS describes operation and maintenance of the 
proposed pipeline.  Sections 3.2.2.1 and 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS provide an 
updated discussion of the potential temperature impacts associated with 
pipeline operations.  While this temperature analysis is based on maximum 
temperatures of the natural gas (which is directly related to operating 
pressure), there is no additional discussion of operating pressure or 
elevation because it is not directly related to our environmental review.   

Section 5.2 of the final EIS includes a recommendation requiring the use of 
environmental inspectors.  These inspectors will be empowered to order 
corrective action (including stoppage of work) if conditions specified in the 
final EIS are not met.   

Figures 3.1-2 to 3.1-4 in the draft EIS have been updated in the final EIS 
(Figures 3.1-3 to 3.1-5) to depict baseline sediment chemistry 
concentrations along the entire proposed pipeline route based on USGS 
sediment surveys (Mecray et al. 2000). 
This comment appears to be related to a map in a Broadwater document 
and is not pertinent to the contents of the EIS.   

The sediment sampling protocol and laboratory results are publicly 
available in the FERC docket for the Broadwater Project (Docket 
No. CP06-54-000, Accession #20060130-4018).  Section 3.1.2.1 of the 
final EIS has been revised to clarify that the top 1 foot of sediment in each 
core was included in the samples sent to the laboratory for analysis. 
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OC1-130 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to undertaking the field activities, Broadwater prepared and submitted 
a sampling and analysis plan to regulatory agencies in order to provide 
them the opportunity to comment on and, if appropriate, request 
modifications to ensure the adequacy of data for the agency review.  
Sediment concentrations were assessed relative to NYSDEC’s Technical 
and Operational Guidance Series 5.1.9 sediment criteria as a screening 
benchmark.  These criteria are more than 10 times higher than the detection 
limits reported for PAH compounds.  Although detection limits for some 
samples may approximate effects range-medium values, none of the sample 
results approach these values.  Several metals, including antimony, 
cadmium, selenium, silver, and thallium, were not detected in any of the 
samples collected.  The detection limits for silver and cadmium are 
substantially lower than the respective effects range-low values for these 
elements.  While the detection limits for these elements may be several 
times higher than those reported by USGS, it does not change the 
conclusion that these concentrations are below ecological threshold 
concentrations.  The sediment protocol and laboratory results have satisfied 
federal and state resource agencies with regulatory responsibility. 

The sediment sampling protocol and laboratory results have satisfied 
federal and state resource agencies with regulatory responsibility. 

While sediment chemistry was one of the considerations in the alternatives 
analysis, the determination that the alternative routes were not 
environmentally superior to the proposed route was based primarily on the 
inability to deliver gas through the IGTS pipeline without additional 
compression facilities in Long Island Sound. 

We agree.  Thus, those results are not discussed in the EIS, and no 
conclusions were based on Broadwater’s sampling data for fecal coliform 
and enterococci. 

Thank you.  Section 3.1.1.1 of the final EIS has been updated to 
incorporate the suggested references. 
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The final EIS does not mention the elevation of Stratford Shoal as it relates 
to pipeline pressure because the gas pressure in the pipeline is based on the 
required pressure at the IGTS interconnect, and the elevation is not 
germane to our environmental review. 

Section 4.5.2 of the final EIS discusses the Bridgeport and Milford dredged 
material disposal sites as part of the analysis of pipeline route alternatives. 

Thank you for your comment.  Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS provides the 
estimated number of ichthyoplankton that would be impinged and entrained 
as a result of the proposed Project, including berthed LNG carriers.  In 
addition, Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to more fully 
discuss potential biological impacts of water discharges.   

hank you for the suggestion.  Section 3.1.1.3 of the final EIS has been 
updated with information by Dr. Ebel and Dr. Stone.   

Section 3.1.1.3 of the final EIS has been clarified regarding the pile depth.
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Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to more fully discuss 
potential impacts of water discharges.  In addition, the draft Water Quality 
Monitoring Plan provided by Broadwater has been included (as Appendix 
I) in the final EIS.  Total residual chlorine would be one of the parameters 
monitored to ensure compliance with the requirements of the SPDES 
permit. 

While the EIS did not characterize the benthic community based on video 
results, Section 3.3.1 of the final EIS has been updated to more completely 
characterize the benthic community based on existing literature for Long 
Island Sound and site-specific benthic sampling.   

The final EIS has been updated to provide a more complete discussion of 
anchoring and cable sweep, including the results of a technical review 
conducted subsequent to the draft EIS. 

Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated with the results of a third-
party review of the existing information on the potential use of mid-line 
buoys and dynamically positioned lay barges to reduce seafloor impacts. 

We explicitly did not base the findings of our EIS on those values.  
Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to incorporate the third-
party review of existing pipeline installation monitoring with and without 
mid-line buoys.   
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The final EIS has been updated based on a third-party assessment of mid-
line buoy use during construction of the Broadwater Project.  Of interest, 
the technical reviewers are the scientists that conducted the post-
construction monitoring for the project mentioned in the Gulf of Mexico.  
In addition, Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to more 
completely describe successes and failures regarding backfilling and post-
construction benthic recovery for previous linear projects in Long Island 
Sound.   

As mentioned above, Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to 
more completely describe successes and failures regarding backfilling and 
post-construction benthic recovery for previous pipeline projects in Long 
Island Sound.  In addition, we have included a recommendation for 
backfilling methods and post-construction success to be developed in 
coordination with appropriate federal and state resource agencies with the 
technical expertise and historical knowledge to avoid and minimize 
potential long-term impacts associated with some other projects. 
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Sections 3.1.2.2 and 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS have been updated to more 
completely describe the existing literature on recovery of the seafloor and 
associated benthic communities.   

Section 3.1.2 of the final EIS has been updated to describe mitigation 
measures to minimize sediment conversion, including a recommendation to 
develop a backfilling plan to minimize conversion of softbottom sediments 
along the 2 miles of trench to rock.  As stated in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final 
EIS, LNG carriers would not discharge ballast water into Long Island 
Sound; thus, there would not be any vector for invasive species via LNG 
carrier ballast.   

Sections 4.4.2 and 4.5.2 of the final EIS consider a number of variables in 
evaluating the potential environmental impacts of both the proposed and 
alternative LNG terminal locations and pipeline routes.  The comment is 
correct in that locating the FSRU and sendout pipeline 8 to 10 miles west of 
the proposed location would shorten the length, and associated construction 
impacts, of the pipeline needed to tie-in with the existing IGTS pipeline.  
However, the sendout pipeline would tie into the IGTS pipeline much 
farther upstream than would the pipeline location proposed by Broadwater.  
Section 4.5.1 of the final EIS explains that, in order to transport 
significantly more natural gas through this pipeline from a point closer to 
Connecticut south to Long Island and New York City, the IGTS pipeline 
would need to be modified to increase its volume.  Further, additional 
onshore or offshore compression would need to be added to push a larger 
volume of gas through the IGTS pipeline at a sufficient velocity.  By 
placing additional natural gas that is under pressure near the IGTS pipeline 
terminus, the proposed Project would provide natural gas directly or via 
displacement to all three markets while avoiding the environmental impacts 
associated with IGTS upgrades and construction of additional compression 
facilities.  Finally, an FSRU sited in Connecticut waters would result in 
greater visual impacts to Connecticut coastal residents than the location 
proposed by Broadwater.   
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Please see our response to comment OC1-145.  

Please see our response to comment OC1-145.  
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Please see our response to comment OC1-145.  

Reference to and conclusions based on USGS (1998) have been removed 
from Section 4.5.2 of the final EIS. 
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Pipeline route alternatives were evaluated against a variety of criteria, 
including environmental impacts and gas deliverability constraints.  Please 
see our response to comment OC1-145.   

Please see our response to comment OC1-150.

As described, we have provided specific responses to the commentor’s 
specific questions and comments regarding an alternative LNG terminal 
location and pipeline route alternatives within Long Island Sound. 
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As described in our responses above, the final EIS has been updated to 
more completely describe the environmental setting and assess potential 
impacts.   
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