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OC2-1 Please see our response to comment FA2-5.  Section 3.9.1.2 of the final 

EIS concludes that emissions from the FSRU, the LNG carriers, and 
support vessels would meet regulatory criteria within 500 meters of the 
FSRU. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC2-2 Please see our response to comment FA2-5 and OC2-1.  All analyses 

submitted by Broadwater, reviews and comments by other agencies, and 
FERC’s conclusions have been available for public review and comment in 
FERC’s docket.  The docket is constantly expanding as new information 
becomes available.  We have repeatedly encouraged and continue to 
encourage informed comment on the contents of the public docket 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As stated in Section 3.9.1.2 of the final EIS, emissions calculated for the 
Project include those for the FSRU and LNG carriers.  LNG carrier 
emissions encompass the complete delivery cycle, beginning with the 
vessel entering U.S. waters, as it travels inbound to the FSRU, unloads 
LNG at the FSRU, and travels outbound to the boundary of U.S. waters.  
Tables 3.9.1-12 and 3.9.1-13 include emission summaries for the FSRU 
and Project vessels including LNG carriers and support tugs.   

OC2-3 
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OC2-4 Existing nitrogen loading in Long Island Sound is discussed in Section 3.0 
of the final EIS, and potential impacts of the proposed Project associated 
with nitrogen are discussed in Sections 3.2.1.3 and 3.9.1.2.  According to 
the LISS (2006b), the more than 150,000 pounds of nitrogen discharged 
each day from wastewater treatment plants results in approximately 40 
percent of the total nitrogen that makes its way into the Sound.  While 
efforts to reduce this load have been successful, this source is still the main 
contributor to nitrogen loading in the waters of the Sound.  Nitrous oxides 
or “NOx” is the collective term for a group of highly reactive gases 
containing variable amounts of nitrogen and oxygen (e.g., nitric oxide 
“NO” and nitrogen dioxide “NO2”) that are produced when fuel is burned 
at high temperatures.  It is estimated that 532 tons of NOx per year would 
be emitted during operation of the Project, including emissions from the 
FSRU, support tugs, and LNG carriers.  Because natural gas is considered 
the “cleanest” fossil fuel, the NOx contribution from combustion engines 
related to operation activities are far outweighed by the benefits of 
increased “clean” fossil fuel that would be brought to the region by 
implementation of this Project.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC2-5 Please see our responses to comments OC2-3 and FA2-2.
 
 
OC2-6 Section 3.1.1 of the final EIS has been expanded to provide more detail on 

the existing geology and seismicity associated with the proposed Project 
area.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC2-7 The geological information provided in Section 3.1.1 has been updated 

based on more definitive details on geologic conditions at the proposed 
YMS location, including expected depth to bedrock based on information 
identified by Dr. Lewis.  Complete responses regarding Dr. Lewis’s 
specific comments on the EIS are provided in Table 2.2-5 (Appendix N in 
this final EIS).   
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OC2-8 The quote in the comment is from Section 3.2.2.1 of the draft EIS, which 

addressed refueling of marine vessels during construction.  On virtually all 
major construction projects, it is not possible to prepare a detailed SPCC 
plan prior to contracting with an engineering, procurement, and 
construction firm and development of detailed construction plans.  The 
information quoted is not complete since this section of the draft EIS also 
included a recommendation that Broadwater’s SPCC plan be filed “with the 
Secretary [of FERC], for review and written approval by the Director of 
OEP . . . .”  As a result, prior to construction, FERC would review 
Broadwater’s SPCC plan for fueling marine construction equipment and 
vessels, and would authorize construction only if the plan is properly 
protective of the Long Island Sound environment.  We believe that this 
approach meets the environmental review requirements of NEPA.  FERC’s 
review and approval of construction-related SPCC plans would not change 
any authority of the EPA to audit SPCC plan contents or enforce SPCC 
plan implementation. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC2-9 Impacts associated with potential use of both of the onshore locations 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 offshore 
operations.  This would include providing warehouse space for supplies 
and materials, office space for workers, and docking areas for tugs.  By 
selecting existing facilities for Project-related use that would be similar to 
current use, we do not anticipate that significant impacts would be 
associated with use of either of the onshore locations.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC2-10 Thank you for your comment.  Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS has been 

expanded to describe the potential for invasive species to utilize hard 
substrate.  In addition, the text describes the potential to minimize sediment 
conversion along the 2 miles of trench where stone replacement was 
previously proposed.    
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OC2-11 Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS has been modified to include information 

regarding potential impacts to Long Island Sound from invasive species 
transported from foreign waters, although the LNG carriers would not be 
expected to discharge ballast water in Long Island Sound.     

 
 
 
 
OC2-12 There is no discrepancy in the two statements.  One survey was conducted 

in the general vicinity of the Project area and one was conducted 
specifically along the Project route.  Metal concentrations along the Project 
route were below effects range-low and Technical and Operational 
Guidance.  The reported concentrations from the two sampling efforts are 
within the same order of magnitude, and all are below the effects range-
median screening thresholds. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC2-13 Rather than use anti-fouling paint that contains copper, we have included a 

recommendation that Broadwater use silicon paint for the hull of the FSRU 
and any other structures requiring anti-fouling paint.  Section 3.2.3.1 of the 
final EIS has been updated to reflect this change.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
OC2-14 Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to provide additional 

detail on the magnitude and extent of thermal discharges associated with 
Project operations.  As described, the FSRU water discharges would 
approximate ambient temperature, the LNG carrier discharges would 
approximate ambient temperature within 75 feet of the discharge point 
(within 1.5 F), and there would be no impact to water temperatures 4 feet 
or more from the riser.  Additional details on thermal impacts are provided 
in the FERC docket for the Broadwater LNG Project (Docket No. CP06-
54-000, Accession #20060130-4017 and #2006130-5060).  It is also 
important to understand the volume of heated water discharged relative to 
the volume of water held within the Sound and the volume of fresh ocean 
water that enters the Sound on a daily basis.  Even a cursory review of 
these parameters confirms that the Project could not possibly influence the 
overall temperatures in the Sound nor the extent of seasonal oxygen stress. 
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OC2-15 The Long Island Sound Study is referenced multiple times in 

Section 3.2.1.3 of the final EIS.    
 
 
 
 

With the implementation of the FERC staff recommendations, seafloor 
impacts are expected to be 263.6 acres.  Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has 
been expanded to further characterize the extent and magnitude of impacts 
to the seafloor.  As described in Section 3.3 of the final EIS, we anticipate 
that with active backfilling of the pipeline trench in coordination with 
federal and state resource agencies, recovery of the disturbed seafloor 
would be enhanced. 

OC2-16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Thank you for your comment.  As discussed in response to comment OC1-
135, 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.  Estimated entrainment 
and impingement losses for EFH-designated species are provided in the 
EFH assessment, which was provided as a draft in Appendix E of the draft 
EIS and is found in Appendix J of the final EIS.    

OC2-17 
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OC2-18 Thank you for your comments.  The lobster assessment in Section 3.3.1.1 

of the final EIS has been updated with the results of recent field surveys in 
Long Island Sound.    

 
 
 
 
OC2-19 Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to more fully describe 

potential impacts to plankton associated with impingement and 
entrainment.  The comment misrepresents the use of the term 
“conservative” because the quote in the EIS in the impingement section 
specifically concludes that “these estimates are likely conservative 
estimates (substantial overestimates) of actual entrainment or 
impingement.”  Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS explains why we believe 
the estimates are, in fact, over estimates.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC2-20 Thank you for your comment.  The final EIS has been expanded to 

incorporate the results of recent field studies, additional literature, and 
technical comments provided by federal, state, and local agencies; 
organizations; academia; the private sector; and the public.  As stated in 
Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS, impacts to the benthic habitat would 
primarily be limited to construction and total less than 0.1 percent of the 
benthic habitat in the Sound.  During operations, the primary impacts 
would be associated with impingement and entrainment which, assuming 
homogenous densities of organisms in the horizontal and vertical profile, 
would total less than 0.1 percent of the plankton community in the central 
basin of Long Island Sound (see Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC2-21 Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS presents the impacts to commercial fishing 

and states that the overall impact would be minor.  Section 3.6.8.1 
addresses the economic impacts and has been updated in the final EIS to 
present an assessment of impacts to commercial lobstermen from the 
proposed moving safety and security zones around LNG carriers.  Long 
Island Sound supports about 474 commercial fishermen, and the Sound is 
only one component of a regional fishery.  Any catch reduction attributable 
to Broadwater would not result in a measurable impact to the region’s 
fishing economies.   
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OC2-22 We have expanded the text in Section 3.3 of the final EIS to more fully 

describe the available literature and field studies associated with these 
resources, based on additional input from federal and state agencies, 
academia, non-government organizations, and the public. 

 
 
 
 
OC2-23 In a letter dated June 8, 2007, FWS concurred with FERC’s determination 

that the Project would not be likely to adversely affect federally listed 
species.  FWS determined that the proposed FSRU is not in the vicinity of 
likely foraging areas for either listed avian species (shoal areas for roseate 
terns and intertidal zones for piping plovers) nor is it expected that the 
location of the FSRU is within major migratory pathways of these species 
or in the vicinity of migratory stopovers or staging areas. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
OC2-24 As stated in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, the proposed Project would 

result in a minor and highly localized impact on water temperatures in the 
immediate vicinity of the FSRU.  It is important to understand the volume 
of heated water discharged relative to the volume of water held within the 
Sound and the volume of fresh ocean water that enters the Sound on a daily 
basis.  Even a cursory review of these parameters confirms that the Project 
could not possibly influence the overall temperatures in the Sound. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC2-25 There is simply no technical basis for determining that the proposed 

Broadwater Project would exacerbate impacts of sea-level rise or global 
temperature changes.   

 
 
 
 
 
OC2-26 No changes to water temperature would be associated with the subsea 

pipeline or the FSRU operations.  Minor and highly localized impacts to 
temperatures could be associated with the riser (within 4 feet) and the LNG 
carrier discharges.  These minimal and highly localized impacts would not 
be expected to affect conditions related to hypoxia or lobster die-off that 
primarily occur in the western basin of Long Island Sound.   
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As noted in responses to comments OC2-24 and OC2-25, it is not apparent 
how the proposed Project would affect climate change or be affected by 
climate change to the degree that there would be a direct link with an 
impact on Long Island Sound. 

OC2-27 
 
 
 
 

Section 3.11.5 of the final EIS describes the cumulative impacts of the 
Broadwater Project with other recent, current, or reasonably foreseeable 
projects in the offshore waters of Long Island Sound.  The potential 
environmental impacts of the Broadwater Project are described throughout 
Section 3.0 in accordance with NEPA. 

OC2-28 
 
 
 
 
 

As discussed in responses to comments OC2-19 and OC1-135, Section 
3.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to describe the potential 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).    

OC2-29 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC2-30 Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to more fully describe 

expected concentrations and potential impacts of sodium hypochlorite in 
water, specifically as they relate to plankton communities, including lobster 
larvae.  All Project discharges would be conducted in accordance with 
federal and state regulations and Project-specific SPDES permit 
requirements. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Holistically, the water quality problems that exist in Long Island Sound are 
the result of hundreds of years of anthropogenic inputs.  Specifically, 
nitrogen from wastewater treatment plants has been identified as the most 
significant contributor to hypoxia.  The proposed Project is not expected to 
appreciably aggravate the nitrogen loading problem.  Unidentified 
incremental and synergistic impacts from the Project, if they exist, cannot 
be expected to register on the holistic scale of an 18-trillion-gallon 
waterbody.  The final EIS assesses the potential impacts of the Broadwater 
Project based on the available information for the proposed Project as well 
as the wealth of field studies, modeling, and literature on Long Island 
Sound.  As described in the final EIS, the various impacts of the proposed 
Project largely would be very limited in extent and magnitude.   

OC2-31 
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As described in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, our analysis of energy and 
natural gas supply and demand in the region that Broadwater would serve 
included review of a wide variety of studies.  The reports we reviewed were 
prepared by government agencies, task forces, industry groups, private 
consulting firms, and utilities such as LIPA that may be concerned about 
only a portion of the market area.  Thus, LIPA’s energy plans were 
considered only as a part of our overall assessment.  As indicated in 
Section 1.1, there is a 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, although additional LNG-
derived gas could be available in New England if the Algonquin East to 
West Hubline Expansion Project was approved and constructed.   

OC2-32 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC2-33 As described in Section 4.3 of the final EIS, delivery of natural gas from 

proposed but not yet constructed projects that could deliver incremental 
supplies of natural gas from Canada or Massachusetts through existing or 
improved pipeline systems (for example, Algonquin East to West Project) 
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.     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC2-34 Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the 

proposed Broadwater Project.  The alternatives analyses compared 
quantitative impacts and concluded that the alternative projects, singly or in 
concert, could not satisfy the projected natural gas and other energy 
demands of the New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut markets with 
less environmental impact than the Broadwater Project.  These alternatives 
encompass energy conservation, renewable energy sources (including wind 
and tidal power), and other existing and proposed LNG terminal and 
pipeline projects.   
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OC2-35 FERC is required to review the applications for LNG terminals that are 

onshore or in state waters irrespective of the number of applications 
received, approved, or rejected.  For those projects that have been 
approved, the markets will determine whether they are constructed; and the 
markets are regional, not national.  The Neptune Project and Northeast 
Gateway Project in Massachusetts have been approved by the Coast Guard, 
and construction has been initiated on the Northeast Gateway Project.  Only 
a few FERC-approved projects are under construction, and those are in the 
Gulf of Mexico area.  Some of the approved projects have been terminated 
by the owners prior to construction due to business and market-related 
issues.  This trend is expected to continue in regions with multiple 
proposals combined with an insufficient market base. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC2-36 Section 1.1.5.4 of the final EIS has been revised to address this comment.  

In summary, regardless of the volume of gas displaced, displacement alone 
cannot supply significant additional volumes of natural gas to the New 
York City and Long Island markets.  Currently, the 24-inch-diameter IGTS 
pipeline is the principal transportation route from the north; transporting 
significantly more natural gas through this pipeline from Connecticut south 
to Long Island and New York City would require construction of a pipeline 
“loop” (additional pipe added to the existing system to expand capacity) 
but would have associated impacts to the Sound.  Further, additional 
onshore or offshore compression would need to be added to transport a 
larger volume of gas through the IGTS pipeline.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC2-37 Please see our response to comment OC2-34.
 
 
OC2-38 As discussed in Sections 4.4.1 and 4.4.2 of the final EIS, siting an LNG 

terminal in Atlantic waters outside Long Island Sound would not be 
environmentally superior to the proposed Broadwater Project for a variety 
of reasons, including environmental impacts to offshore, nearshore, coastal, 
and onshore resources.   

 
 
 
 
OC2-39 Please see our response to comment OC2-38.  Infrastructure cost was not 

considered in our evaluation of LNG terminal type and location 
alternatives.   
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Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to provide the most recent 
information on other proposed LNG terminal projects, including the Safe 
Harbor Project proposed by the Atlantic Sea Island Group.  At the time the 
draft EIS was issued, the Atlantic Sea Island Group pipeline proposal was 
not yet developed.  Only recently has the application to the Coast Guard 
been accepted.  The impacts of pipeline construction are dependent on the 
sensitivity of the environment that would be disturbed.  As described in 
Section 3.3 of the final EIS, the Broadwater pipeline would be constructed 
in an offshore area with a soft sediment bottom.  To satisfy the objectives 
of the Broadwater Project, the Safe Harbor pipeline would require onshore 
and potentially offshore pipeline system improvements possibly including 
crossing sensitive nearshore and shoreline habitats.  

OC2-40 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC2-41 As described in Section 3.7.1.3 of the final EIS, there are no shipping lanes 

in Long Island Sound, and the FSRU has been located to avoid most 
commonly used transit routes.  There are defined shipping lanes on both 
sides of the proposed Safe Harbor terminal site and the impacts associated 
with establishing appropriate safety and security zones around the terminal 
will need to be evaluated by the Coast Guard.  For Broadwater, the Coast 
Guard has completed this evaluation and determined that, with 
implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, the impacts 
would be manageable.  Section 4.3.2.1 of the final EIS has been updated to 
present additional information on the Safe Harbor Energy Project location.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC2-42 We have conducted an adequate review of the proposed Safe Harbor 

Project as a potential alternative to the proposed Broadwater Project in the 
revised Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS.  Our conclusion is that this 
alternative is not environmentally preferable to the proposed Broadwater 
Project and would not meet the objectives of the Broadwater Project. 

 
 
 
 
 

We are not aware that an FSRU was at any time proposed for an LNG 
terminal offshore of Massachusetts.  Suez, the applicant for the Neptune 
LNG Project, did not propose an FSRU at any point in the application 
process; and Excelerate Energy, the applicant for the Northeast Gateway 
Deepwater Port Project and the firm that first introduced the SRV system to 
the U.S. (Gulf Gateway Deepwater Port) does not include an FSRU in its 
projects. 

OC2-43 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC2-44 Please see our response to comment OC2-40.
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OC2-45 Section 1.1 of the final EIS presents our analysis of the energy supply and 

demand for the region based on a review of technical reports prepared by 
government agencies, task forces, utility companies, private consulting 
firms, and others with appropriate expertise.  Section 4.0 of the final EIS 
addresses a wide spectrum of reasonable and very real alternatives and has 
been prepared in compliance with NEPA regulations and CEQ 
implementation requirements and guidelines.    
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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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IN40-3 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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IN40-7 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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IN40-9 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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OC3-1 Section 1.1 of the final EIS has been revised to provide a summary of the 

most up-to-date information on supply and demand for the region from a 
wide variety sources.  We recognize that these estimates will change over 
time, but as reported in Section 1.1, there is a consensus that 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 of 
natural gas, primarily from Canada, are expected to decrease substantially. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC3-2 The Commission must review applications for proposed LNG and natural 

gas projects when they are submitted.  This includes an analysis of 
environmental impacts, safety and security, and the Project need.  If a 
company receives authorization to build and operate an LNG terminal or a 
certificate to construct and operate a natural gas pipeline system, the 
company then will decide whether to construct the project based on the 
need in the area to be served at that time.  The substantial investment 
needed to construct LNG terminals and pipeline systems weighs heavily 
against their deployment in areas that will not provide a supportive market. 
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OC3-3 As described in Section 2.0, we believe that the level of engineering detail 

provided by Broadwater is sufficient to determine the likely Project impacts 
in the final EIS with a level of certainty consistent with NEPA objectives.  
Further, Section 5.0 of the final EIS includes many recommendations 
requiring Broadwater to provide detailed design features.   

 
 
 
 
 
OC3-4 FERC, the Coast Guard, and the certifying entity would continue to review 

the design, construction, and operation of the facility, if it receives all 
necessary approvals.  

 
 
OC3-5 Please see our response to comment OC3-3.  Final FERC approval to 

construct and operate the Project would be contingent upon Broadwater 
satisfying the requirements included in the Commission Order.  

 
 
 
 
 
OC3-6 Thank for your comment.  For the reasons given in responses to comments 

OC3-3 and OC3-5, the final design specifications would not be required 
before FERC could satisfy its NEPA review requirements. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC3-7 Section 3.1.1.1 of the final EIS has been updated to more fully describe 

geologic conditions at the proposed YMS site including the approximate 
depth to glacial deposits.  In addition, Sections 2.3.1 and 3.2.3.1 of the final 
EIS provide supplemental information on YMS installation, and there is no 
geologic evidence that the YMS could not be installed at the proposed site.  
Those sections describe the standard engineering methods as well as 
additional information relative to geological conditions at the site.  While 
additional geotechnical investigations would refine YMS installation 
methods, the refinements would not be expected to increase the magnitude 
or extent of the potential environmental impacts described in the final EIS.    
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OC3-8 As indicated in our response to comment OC3-7, the existing geologic 

information supports that the proposed YMS site is feasible, and there is no 
substantial basis for moving the YMS location associated with geologic 
conditions.  Further, Broadwater would be required to provide FERC and 
the Coast Guard with final design information for the YMS prior to 
receiving final authorization to initiate construction as described in Section 
3.10.2.3 of the final EIS.  Therefore, FERC would not authorize 
construction of the pipeline if the YMS cannot be safely and securely 
installed in its proposed location. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC3-9 YMS installation and pipeline installation would both use standard 

installation methods and existing information supports the feasibility of the 
proposed construction.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC3-10 The extent of seafloor impact would total less than 0.1 percent of the 

seafloor acreage in Long Island Sound and would therefore not be expected 
to have substantially influence the overall geochemical cycles in the 
softbottom habitat of Long Island Sound.  Because of the physical 
disturbance that would occur during plowing, it is expected that the benthic 
community would be physically disrupted and displaced, and would 
experience a high degree of mortality in the area of plowing.  However, 
recolonization of the plowed area is expected within 1 to 2 years following 
the disturbance (Newell et. al. 1998).  In addition, post-construction 
monitoring would be conducted by Broadwater to ensure that agency-
approved success criteria are met.  This discussion has been expanded in 
Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS. 
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OC3 – CT Stop the Pipeline 
 

 
 
 
OC3-11 Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to more fully discuss 

benthic habitat recovery estimates based on available and pertinent 
literature.  All available Rhoads and Germano literature was reviewed; 
specific recovery times were not reported, although at 10 years past, 
recovery was observed.  Section 3.3.1.2 also discusses post-construction 
monitoring reports and results for several similar linear projects some of 
which indicate successful recovery of the seafloor within a few months to 2 
years after installation.  In addition, FERC has included a recommendation 
that Broadwater file plans describing methods to mechanically backfill the 
trench (Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS).  The plan must incorporate 
interagency coordination to identify the appropriate methods for backfilling 
and detailed post-construction monitoring criteria to assess recovery 
success. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC3-12 As stated in response to comment OC3-11, the discussion of benthic 

recovery has been updated in the final EIS (Section 3.3.1.2).  This 
discussion specifically documents the available information on the seafloor 
recovery associated with the IGTS pipeline project.  The information 
indicates that recovery has been problematic in nearshore oyster beds but 
that offshore areas have largely or completely recovered where a plow 
comparable to the proposed Broadwater plowing method was used.  
Federal and state agency representatives would determine appropriate 
backfilling methods and post-construction monitoring criteria to ensure 
successful recovery.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC3-13 Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to more fully describe the 

number, size, and potential impacts of anchors based on an expert review of 
anchoring methods.  
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OC3 – CT Stop the Pipeline 
 

 
 
 
OC3-14 First, the comparison of minor depressions from anchors to borrow pits is 

inappropriate.  Second, hypoxia affects large continuous areas of the Sound 
and does not appear sporadically in depressions, as would be necessary to 
justify the direction of this comment.  Sections 3.1.2.2, 3.2.3.1, and 3.3.1.2 
of the final EIS have been updated to provide more detail on the potential 
impacts of anchoring. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC3-15 Please see our response to comment OC3-14.
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see our response to comment OC3-13.OC3-16 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 3.2.3 of the final EIS has been expanded to discuss concerns 
regarding water discharge temperatures, biocide, and invasive species.   OC3-17 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Organizations and Companies Comments 
 N-635



OC3 – CT Stop the Pipeline 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
OC3-18 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 would require Broadwater to determine the potential 
for seismic soil liquefaction beneath the YMS, and identify mitigation 
measures/design features necessary to minimize the potential for damage to 
the YMS due to liquefaction. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
OC3-19 Section 3.1.1.3 of the final EIS provides a discussion of the seismic history 

of Long Island Sound.  
 
OC3-20 This issue is discussed in Section 3.1.2.1 of the final EIS based on 

historical sampling in Long Island Sound (Mecray et al. 2000) and Project-
specific sampling.  The Project-specific sampling protocols conducted by 
Broadwater were provided to the appropriate federal and state agencies for 
comment prior to the field effort.  The results from this effort also were 
provided to appropriate agencies for review and comment.  Because 
analytical results from this study were generally below ecological screening 
thresholds, the existing heavy metal concentrations in sediments would not 
significantly affect aquatic or benthic resources.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC3-21 Section 3.1.2.1 of the final EIS has been updated to include additional 

information about the environmental sampling conducted by Broadwater.  
The specific sampling protocol and detailed laboratory results are publicly 
available in the FERC docket for the Broadwater Project (Docket 
No. CP06-54-000, Accession #20060130-4014).  The reported 
concentrations from both the historical sediment sampling (Mecray et al. 
2000) and Project-specific sampling efforts are within the same order of 
magnitude, and all are below the effects range-median screening 
thresholds. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC3-22 Please see our responses to comments OC3-20 and OC3-21.  Section 3.1.2 

of the final EIS has been updated to include a discussion of ammonia and 
sulfides in sediments.  
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OC3 – CT Stop the Pipeline 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
OC3-23 As stated in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, pipeline construction could 

result in a highly localized and temporary impact to DO levels at the point 
of active plowing, and DO levels would return to ambient conditions 
immediately after plowing.  As discussed in response to comment LA15-6, 
discharges from the FSRU would primarily be ballast water, and the 
discharge temperature would approximate ambient conditions.  As 
discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, discharges from the FSRU 
would not influence water temperatures.  Broadwater estimates that the 
cooling water discharge from steam-powered LNG carriers would 
approximate ambient temperature conditions (within 1°F) within 75 feet of 
the point of discharge from the vessel, which would readily comply with 
NYSDEC thermal water quality criteria.  Impacts to lobster would not be 
expected because water temperatures would return to within 1 °F of 
ambient levels within 75 feet of the point of discharge from the vessels.  
While it seems obvious, it is worth re-stating that the volume of discharged 
warm water is orders of magnitude less than the volume of the Sound and it 
cannot possibly influence the overall water temperature.  In addition, warm 
water rises and would not affect the bottom habitats used by lobster. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC3-24 Section 3.2.3.1 of the final EIS includes a recommendation that Broadwater 

avoid the use of copper-based anti-fouling paint and use silicone paint for 
the hull of the FSRU.   
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OC3 – CT Stop the Pipeline 
 

 
Section 3.5.7.3 of the final EIS has been revised to more clearly identify the 
Project impacts as they relate to the Comprehensive Conservation and 
Management Plan (CCMP).  The CCMP focuses on finding a balance 
between development and protection of the environment.  As such, the 
proposed Project would be constructed and operated in compliance with 
dozens of federal and state environmental regulations, as well as many 
Project-specific federal and state permits that are more protective of the 
environment than existing federal and state regulations.  Therefore, we 
believe that the Project would be consistent with the CCMP.

OC3-25 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC3-26 Broadwater submitted a coastal consistency certification to NYSDOS and 

to FERC that contains Broadwater’s analysis of the proposed Project’s 
consistency with New York State coastal policies, including applicable 
policies of the Long Island Sound CMP and the Local Waterfront 
Revitalization Programs adopted by Smithtown, Southold, and Greenport.  
NYSDOS is responsible for determining whether the Project is consistent 
with the applicable policies.  It is our understanding that NYSDOS will 
make that decision after the final EIS is issued and will provide FERC its 
decision.   

Section 3.5.2.2 of the final EIS acknowledges that the exclusionary zones 
represent industrialization of the Sound.  Specifically, the EIS states that 
commercial and industrial structures in or under offshore waters of the 
Sound include cable crossings, natural gas and petrochemical pipelines, and 
two petrochemical platforms.  However, approval of the Project would 
result in an industrial/commercial use of the Sound that would differ from 
most existing industrial or commercial uses for two reasons.  First, the 
Project would be a permanent visible structure as opposed to most current 
industrial applications conducted on the shoreline, below the surface of the 
water, or as a transient activity on the surface of the water.  Second, it 
would be farther offshore than the two petrochemical transfer stations 
currently in operation.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC3-27 

Please see our response to comment OC3-27.  Safe Harbor proposes to 
install a pipeline between the island constructed offshore Long Island to the 
existing Transco pipeline. 

The potential impacts of the Safe Harbor Energy Project are described in 
Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS based on the available information.  

 
OC3-28 
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OC3 – CT Stop the Pipeline 
 

 
 
 

The final EIS has been updated to provide additional information on the 
environmental setting of Long Island Sound and additional detail on 
potential impacts.  As described throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS, 
construction and operation would result in minor impacts to the 
environment because of incorporating Project siting, design, and mitigation 
measures; our recommendations specified in the final EIS; and constructing 
and operating the proposed Project in compliance with all federal and state 
regulations and permitting requirements. 

OC3-29 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC3-30 Section 2.5 of the final EIS has been updated to provide additional 

information on the engineering design that is pertinent to understanding 
potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed Project.  In 
addition, Section 1.1 of the final EIS has been updated to describe the 
energy needs of the target market at the time the final EIS was prepared.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
OC3-31 In Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS, FERC includes a recommendation that 

either mid-line buoys or a dynamically positioned lay barge be used to 
minimize the anchoring impacts to the seafloor during construction.  As 
described in our responses to comments OC3-7, OC3-8, and OC3-9, YMS 
installation is readily feasible based on specific geological information, and 
there is no valid technical rationale for scheduling YMS installation before 
pipeline installation based on geologic conditions. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC3-32 It is not FERC’s practice to require posting of performance bonds as 

conditions in the EIS process.  However, other regulatory bodies at the 
federal, state, and local levels could, if deemed necessary and appropriate, 
include performance bonds as conditions to their permits. 
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Organizations and Companies Comments 
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OC4 - Cross Sound Ferry Services, Inc. 
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OC4 - Cross Sound Ferry Services, Inc. 

 
In response to the concerns expressed by Cross Sound Ferry, the 
assessment of impacts to ferry operations has been revised in Section 
3.7.1.4 of the final EIS. 

The 30-minute delay includes the estimated time required for a slow-speed 
vessel to move from the path of an LNG carrier, wait approximately 15 
minutes for the LNG carrier to pass, and then return to its previous 
position.  The 30-minute delay is a worst-case estimate for slow-moving 
vessels in the Race.  It does not apply to ferries in the open waters of Long 
Island Sound or Block Island Sound, or to high-speed ferries transiting the 
Race.    

OC4-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC4-2 In response to the concerns expressed by Cross Sound Ferry, the 

assessment of impacts to ferry operations has been revised in the final EIS.  
The draft EIS presented an assessment of the combined probability, over 
the course of a week, of a conflict between a ferry and an LNG carrier.  In 
the final EIS, we addressed the impact of an LNG carrier that arrives during 
ferry operating hours to assess the likelihood of conflict.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC4-3 As noted in the response immediately above, the assessment of impacts to 

ferry operations has been revised in the final EIS.  The final EIS reflects a 
potentially higher impact of LNG transits to Cross Sound Ferry than was 
presented in the draft EIS. 
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OC4 - Cross Sound Ferry Services, Inc. 

Organizations and Companies Comments 

Although the Coast Guard would generally consider allowing ferries to 
pass through the safety and security zones around the LNG carriers, it 
cannot commit to a formal agreement to allow that activity.  If the Project 
is approved for operation and if the threat environment of the waterway 
remains at its current level, the Coast Guard would permit ferries to transit 
through the proposed moving safety and security zone around the LNG 
carriers.  The Coast Guard would discuss the specifics of such transits with 
Cross Sound Ferry.  As discussed in Section 5 of the WSR (Appendix C of 
the final EIS), the threat environment is dynamic.  Therefore, as the threat 
environment changes, the Coast Guard would re-evaluate the specifics of 
the transits by the ferries and communicate any required operational 
revisions to the ferry company.  The Coast Guard may also re-evaluate 
allowing ferries to transit the safety and security zone based on changes to 
MARSEC levels.  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). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC4-4 
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OC5 - The Nature Conservancy 
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OC5 - The Nature Conservancy 

 
 
 
 
 
 
OC5-1 To clarify, the proposed location for the FSRU was developed by the 

applicant with input from agencies and stakeholders.  As part of our 
regulatory responsibility, we have reviewed and analyzed the impacts of 
the proposed Project.  A great deal of effort and resources have been 
expended to restore Long Island Sound.  Notable is the attempt to limit 
nitrogen inputs from sewage treatment facilities.  Our review indicates that 
the Project would contribute minimally to the existing overall nitrogen 
inputs to the Sound.  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 limited environmental 
impact.  Impacts to resources would be avoided or further minimized with 
incorporation of the recommendations we have identified throughout the 
final EIS.   
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OC5 - The Nature Conservancy 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC5-2 Impacts associated with the temporary turbidity plumes during active 

construction are discussed in Section 3.2.3.1 of the final EIS.  The turbidity 
concentrations associated with subsea plowing would be largely assimilated 
into Long Island Sound within 12 hours of sediment disturbance.  A review 
of scientific literature indicated that the lowest suspended sediment 
concentration and duration combination that caused sublethal effects in 
estuarine fish was 650 mg/L for 5 days (Wilber and Clarke 2001).  The 
maximum estimated concentrations during active plowing for the 
Broadwater Project do not approach the range at which sublethal effects 
have been demonstrated to occur in estuarine fish.  Based on the relatively 
small size and short duration of the turbidity plume, construction would not 
result in any significant impact to water quality or marine resources; any 
temporary impact would exist during and immediately following active 
construction.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC5-3 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).  Neither the text in the draft 
EIS nor in the final EIS characterizes the benthic community based on 
video surveys.  Benthic community characterizations also included benthic 
grab samples at 27 sites along the proposed pipeline route.  However, 
Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to more fully describe 
the benthic communities.    
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OC5 - The Nature Conservancy 

 
 
 
OC5-4 Please see our response to comment OC5-3.
 
 
 
OC5-5 Please see our response to comment OC5-3.
 
 
OC5-6 Potential impacts to benthic habitat are discussed in Section 3.3.1.2 of the 

final EIS.  This section also discusses post-construction monitoring reports 
and results for several similar pipeline projects.  The findings of several 
post-construction monitoring reports in the region are described, including 
some areas where recovery appears to have occurred successfully.  In 
addition, FERC has included a recommendation that Broadwater file plans 
describing methods to successfully mechanically backfill the trench 
(Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS).  The plan must incorporate interagency 
coordination to identify the appropriate methods for backfilling and 
detailed post-construction monitoring criteria to assess backfilling success.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC5-7 Thank you for your comment.  Please see our responses to comments 

OC5-3 and OC5-6.    
 
 
OC5-8 The final EIS has been updated to include the draft Water Quality 

Monitoring Plan (as Appendix I) that was designed to monitor discharges 
from the FSRU and LNG carriers (while berthed to the FSRU).  LNG 
carriers are not expected to discharge ballast water into Long Island Sound 
because they would arrive in Long Island Sound full of cargo (see 
Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS).  In the unlikely event that a carrier did 
discharge ballast water, the discharge would be conducted in accordance 
with federal and international regulations.  These regulations would include 
EPA’s pending ballast water measures for foreign vessels, to be enacted in 
2008, that is intended to minimize potential impacts of invasive species.   
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OC5 - The Nature Conservancy 

 
OC5-9 Please see our response to comment OC5-8.  All potential sources of LNG 

would be obtained at least 200 nautical miles from the U.S. coastline.    
 
 
 
OC5-10 Section 3.2.3 of the final EIS identifies the current status of regulations 

being considered by EPA and the IMO.  All Project-related vessels would 
be required to adhere to all applicable state, federal, and international 
regulations and conventions designed to prevent operational or accidental 
pollution of the marine environment by ships.  As is regulated for all 
international shipping traffic in Long Island Sound, vessels associated with 
the Project would be required to comply with applicable federal and 
international regulations, including the International Convention for the 
Prevention of Marine Pollution from Ships (MARPOL).    
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OC5 - The Nature Conservancy 

 
 
 
OC5-11 Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to address potential 

concerns with invasive species.  LNG carriers are not expected to discharge 
ballast water into Long Island Sound since they would arrive in Long 
Island Sound full of cargo.  In the unlikely event that a carrier did discharge 
ballast water, the discharge would be conducted in accordance with federal 
and international regulations.  These regulations include EPA’s pending 
ballast water measures for foreign vessels, to be enacted in 2008, that are 
intended to minimize potential impacts of invasive species.  In addition, we 
have included a recommendation in Section 3.2.3.1 of the final EIS, 
requiring Broadwater to use a non-toxic silicon-based anti-fouling paint on 
the hull of the proposed FSRU and any other structures requiring anti-
fouling paint.  According to Broadwater, the proposed FSRU may require 
surface cleaning of the hull which would be conducted no more than once 
per year.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC5-12 We have consulted with NMFS – Protected Resources Division about 

potential impacts.  Section 3.4 of the final EIS has been updated with 
additional information regarding the potential impacts on threatened or 
endangered marine species associated with operation of Project-related 
vessels including mitigation measures to minimize potential impacts.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC5-13 As is regulated for all international shipping traffic in Long Island Sound, 

vessels associated with the Project would be required to comply with 
applicable federal and international regulations, including the International 
Convention for the Prevention of Marine Pollution from Ships (MARPOL).  
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OC5 - The Nature Conservancy 

 
OC5-14 LNG carriers would withdraw water for cooling.  Virtually every boat with 

an engine in Long Island Sound takes up and discharges cooling water.  
The cooling water requirements for LNG carriers are relatively large but 
are similar to those of other large diesel- and steam-powered commercial 
vessels currently using the Sound.  The intake and discharge of cooling 
water would be episodic, coinciding with transit and offloading operations.  
The average daily seawater intake by LNG carriers for cooling would be 
about 22.7 mgd.  For context, the Sound holds about 18 trillion gallons and 
receives new daily inflows of about 444,000 mgd.  Therefore, Broadwater’s 
intake would be 0.005 percent of the daily inflow.  The next generation of 
carriers will be larger, but will likely be diesel-powered requiring less 
cooling water.  As explained in detail in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, the 
large majority of the water intake by the FSRU and LNG carriers would be 
associated with ballast water.  No seawater would be directly required for 
the vaporization process.  Section 2.1.1.4 of the final EIS describes the 
regasification process.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC5-15 As discussed in response to comment OC2-19, Section 3.3.2.2 of the final 

EIS has been updated to identify the expected impacts to phytoplankton 
and zooplankton associated with water intakes.  As with ichthyoplankton, 
the impact would be negligible (less than 0.1 percent of the standing stock 
of the central basin of Long Island Sound). 
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OC5 - The Nature Conservancy 

 
 
 
 
 
OC5-16 Please see our response to comment OC5-15.
 
 
 
OC5-17 Section 3.3.2 of the final EIS discusses potential lighting impacts to marine 

resources (including phytoplankton).  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Potential impacts of underwater noise on various marine resources are 
discussed in Sections 3.3.2.2 (fish), 3.3.4.2 (marine mammals), and 3.4.1 
(threatened and endangered species) of the final EIS.  In addition, FERC 
has included a recommendation that Broadwater coordinate with NMFS to 
identify proper noise thresholds and any appropriate mitigation to avoid 
and minimize potential impacts to marine resources.   

OC5-18 
 
 
 
 
 
OC5-19 Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS discusses potential lighting impacts to 

migratory birds.  In regard to federally listed birds, FWS concurred with 
FERC’s determination that collisions with the proposed FSRU would not 
be likely to adversely affect federally listed species. 

 
 
 
 
 
OC5-20 Section 3.4.1 of the final EIS has been updated based on available input 

from FWS regarding federally listed avian species.  In a letter dated June 8, 
2007, FWS concurred with FERC’s determination that collisions with the 
proposed FSRU would not be likely to adversely affect federally listed 
species. 
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OC5 - The Nature Conservancy 

 
 
OC5-21 The proposed Project would primarily be located within the open waters of 

Long Island Sound.  Broadwater proposes to utilize existing onshore 
facilities in New York for construction and maintenance operations for the 
proposed Project.  The only development along the coast or shoreline 
would be limited to a guardhouse and a fence.  The Peconic Estuary is 
more than 30 miles from the proposed FSRU.  Therefore, we know of no 
basis for suggesting that the proposed Project would affect the Peconic 
Estuary. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC5-22 Section 2.0 of the final EIS describes all facilities and improvements that 

would be included as part of the proposed Broadwater LNG Project.  The 
proposed Project has been developed, in part, to minimize the potential for 
additional infrastructure; there is no technical basis to suggest that 
additional wells, power lines, roads, ponds, or compressor stations would 
be required for the Project.   

 
 
 
 
 
OC5-23 Please see our response to comment OC1-64.
 
 
 
 
OC5-24 In developing the final EIS, we carefully considered the findings and 

recommendations of the LISS, and we have concluded that the proposed 
Project is compatible with those recommendations.  In addition, many of 
the organizations involved in development of the LISS have been consulted 
and have provided comments as part of our review of the Broadwater 
Project.  We believe that we have provided sufficient detail in this final EIS 
to assess the type and magnitude of potential impacts, and appropriate 
measures to avoid and minimize potential impacts in accordance with 
NEPA requirements.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC5-25 Please see our response to comment OC5-24.
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OC5 - The Nature Conservancy 

 
 
OC5-26 Section 3.10.2 of the final EIS describes design standards for the YMS as 

they relate to hurricanes and other significant storm events.  As indicated in 
Section 5, FERC requires that the YMS be designed to withstand a 
Category 5 hurricane.  The largest hurricane reported in Long Island Sound 
in the past 150 years was a Category 3.  The YMS would be attached to the 
seafloor by four piles driven over 100 feet into the substrate, not mooring 
lines as suggested by the commentor.    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC5-27 The comment that the “minimum safe distance from a worst-case scenario 

tanker explosion is seven miles” is likely referring to the proposed Cabrillo 
Port project.  We have revised Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS to compare 
the Cabrillo Port analysis to the risk analyses conducted for the proposed 
Broadwater FSRU.  In summary, due to project-specific differences, which 
include tank sizes, spill sizes, and operating environments, the consequence 
analysis specific to the Cabrillo FSRU is not applicable to the proposed 
Broadwater FSRU. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC5-28 The causes of historical LNG facility incidents have been accounted for in 

the current design standards for LNG terminals and regasification facilities.  
For example, the Maryland incident referred to by The Nature Conservancy 
resulted in FERC making specific code changes.  The Algerian incident is 
not directly applicable to consideration of issues related to Broadwater 
because that incident occurred at an LNG processing facility, not a 
regasification terminal.  Nevertheless, the incident was investigated by 
FERC staff to assess the applicability of the causes of the incident and the 
applicability of corrective actions for regasification facilities.  These 
incidents are also discussed in Section 3.10 of the final EIS.   
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OC5 - The Nature Conservancy 

 
 
OC5-29 Thank you for your comment.  Please see our response to comment OC5-3.
 
OC5-30 We have assumed that the comment refers to environmental threats that 

would harm the FSRU and the related infrastructure.  In Sections 4 and 5 of 
the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the Coast Guard has addressed 
potential threats to the FSRU, including environmental threats.  Our 
response to comment OC5-26 addresses the threat of a hurricane, which we 
consider a worst-case environmental threat. 

 
 
 
 
 

Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS addresses the consequence modeling that 
was conducted for the Project.  This includes evaluation of worst-case 
scenarios that could result from an accidental or intentional release of LNG 
from the FSRU or from an LNG carrier.   

OC5-31 
 
 
 
OC5-32 All Project-related information that is not considered Critical Energy 

Infrastructure Information (CEII) or Sensitive Security Information (SSI) is 
available to the public in FERC’s electronic docket for the Project (Docket 
Nos. CP06-54-000 and CP06-55-000).  Individuals can obtain the CEII 
information by signing a confidentially agreement.  Appendix B of the final 
EIS lists reference information for the publicly available studies that we 
reviewed during preparation of the final EIS.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
OC5-33 As a regulatory agency, FERC’s responsibility is to review applications as 

they are filed.  Section 313(c) of EPAct of 2005 also directs FERC to 
establish a schedule for the regulatory review that ensures an “expeditious 
completion” of the proceeding.  If the New England states complete a 
regional siting study, FERC would take the conclusions into consideration 
during its review of subsequent regional applications for LNG projects.  
However, FERC does not believe that a regional siting study needs to be 
concluded prior to conducting the site-specific review of proposed projects.  
Such a review, if not completed before an application was filed before 
FERC, would surely conflict with the “expeditious completion” directive 
from EPAct.     

The “siting” component of FERC’s review is addressed through a 
multidisciplinary and cross-agency review of (1) the suitability of the 
location proposed by the applicant; and (2) the environmental impact of the 
proposed locations versus other locations that could achieve the same 
objectives.  When FERC reviews a proposed project, it evaluates a range of 
alternative sites.  These alternative sites are by necessity based in the same 
region as the proposed site. 
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OC5 - The Nature Conservancy 

Organizations and Companies Comments 

(Continued) 

As stated in Sections 2.1.1.1, 2.3.1.1, 3.10.2.1, and 3.10.2.2 of the final 
EIS, federal regulations, industry standards, and classification society rules 
would govern the safe design, construction, and operation of the FSRU.  
Section 3.0 of the final EIS indicates that impacts to the estuary would be 
minor, and Section 4.4.2 provides information on alternative terminal 
locations.   

 
OC5-33 
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