
IN15 – Robert Fromer 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-898



IN15 – Robert Fromer 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-899



IN15 – Robert Fromer 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-900



IN15 – Robert Fromer 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-901



IN15 – Robert Fromer 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

While the LNG supplies that would serve Broadwater have not been 
identified, it is reasonable to assume that they are primarily existing 
facilities that are currently operating.  In terms of economics, the 
regasification and storage of LNG at the terminal is about 15 percent of the 
operational cost.  Transportation is a much higher cost (about 30 percent).  
Existing processes, then, account for at least half of the overall cost.  These 
processes would continue with or without the Broadwater Project.  
Conceptually, the liquefaction, transportation, and regasification steps are 
all product delivery components.  The LNG supply is located in areas that 
do not currently provide a market.  Without the external market and the 
technology to transport the LNG, the natural gas reserves would likely 
remain untapped while domestic demand increases.  Regardless of the 
outcome of a net energy analysis, the superseding consideration is the 
importance of delivering natural gas from a region of low demand and high 
supply to a region of low supply and high demand. 

IN15-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-902



IN15 – Robert Fromer 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-903



IN15 – Robert Fromer 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see our response to comment IN15-1.  Sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the 
final EIS discuss a variety of other energy sources, including renewable 
energy and other fossil fuels; these sections also address the technical 
feasibility and environmental impacts associated with obtaining those 
energy supplies. 

IN15-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the final EIS discuss a variety of other energy 
sources, including renewable energy and other fossil fuels.  Cumulative 
impacts are discussed in Section 3.11 of the final EIS.  Please see our 
response to comment OC1-64 regarding greenhouse gas emissions. 

IN15-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-904



IN15 – Robert Fromer 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

As identified in Section 4.0 of both the draft and final EISs, we established 
several key criteria to evaluate the potential alternatives identified.  Each 
alternative was evaluated in consideration of whether it would:  

• Be technically and economically feasible and practical; 

• Offer significant environmental advantage over the proposed 
Project or its components; and 

• Meet the objectives of the proposed Project. 

With the exception of the planned Safe Harbor Energy Project, all of the 
existing, authorized, proposed, and planned LNG terminals are located far 
from the markets proposed to be served by the Project (from 113 to 
648 miles).  Additional pipeline construction would be required.  Any 
pipeline construction that is significantly greater in length than the 
proposed action (21.7 miles) would be expected to generate greater 
environmental impacts, particularly where residential and commercial 
development is traversed. 

Please see our responses to comments IN15-1 and IN15-4.

Please see our responses to comments IN15-1 and IN15-4.

IN15-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN15-5 
 
 
 
IN15-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-905



IN16 – Warren E. Spehar 
 

 
IN16-1 The distances of the zones are consistent: the distance from the LNG 

carriers or FSRU to the end of the zone is 750 yards (0.4 mile).  The 
distance from the aft (rear) end of the FSRU to the edge of the proposed 
safety and security zone is 750 yards; the distance from the center of the 
YMS to the aft end of the FSRU is 460 yards, for a total distance of 1,210 
yards; the distance from the side of each LNG carrier to the edge of the 
safety and security zone is also 750 yards. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
IN16-2 While the purpose of the safety zone is to protect the public and the 

maritime transportation system from the hazards posed by a breach of the 
LNG carriers or FSRU tanks, the size of the zone is not tied directly to the 
thermal hazards posed by such a breach.  The function of the safety zone is 
to reduce the probability of such a release occurring by creating a buffer 
zone around the LNG carriers and the FSRU.  Additionally, it provides 
adequate distance and time for escort vessels to take mitigating measures to 
prevent accidents.  The size and shape of the proposed safety and security 
zone have been carefully evaluated by both FERC and the Coast Guard to 
ensure public safety and to minimize the effects on vessel traffic.  As 
described in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, while an LNG carrier transits 
the Race, there would be room between the edge of the proposed safety and 
security zone and the edge of the Race for use by marine vessels. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN16-3 Our Notice of Intent, issued August 11, 2005, stated: “With this notice, we 

are asking federal, state, and local agencies with jurisdiction and/or special 
expertise with respect to environmental issues, in addition to those agencies 
that have already agreed to serve as cooperating agencies (as noted above), 
to formally cooperate with us in the preparation of the EIS.  These agencies 
may choose to participate once they have evaluated the proposal relative to 
their responsibilities.  Additional agencies that would like to request 
cooperating agency status should follow the instructions for filing 
comments provided under the Public Participation section of this Notice.”  
No Connecticut or Rhode Island agencies requested this participation.  
However, we did meet with agencies in these states and they did have input 
into the scope of impacts considered in our review.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN16-4 Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to more fully describe 

the potential impacts and recovery of benthic habitat based on pertinent 
literature, including post-construction monitoring results for several similar 
linear projects.  In addition, we have included a recommendation that 
Broadwater develop methods to mechanically backfill the trench in 
coordination with appropriate federal and state resource agencies and 
conduct post-construction monitoring. 

 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-906



IN16 – Warren E. Spehar 
 

 
 
 
 
IN16-5 There appears to be some confusion between discharges from the LNG 

carriers and from the FSRU.  The LNG carriers, as with other marine 
vessels, would use ballast water to maintain trim and balance, especially 
when they do not have cargo.  LNG carriers would arrive in Long Island 
Sound full of LNG.  During off-loading they would take on ballast water to 
replace the weight of the cargo being off-loaded.  Thus, under normal 
operations, LNG carriers would not discharge ballast water in Long Island 
Sound.  In the unlikely event that LNG carriers did discharge ballast water, 
it would be conducted in accordance with federal and state regulations – 
including pending EPA requirements, to be enacted in 2008, to minimize 
potential problems with invasive species.  During Project operations, the 
FSRU would only discharge water obtained onsite in Long Island Sound.  
Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS provides the volume of water discharged 
from the LNG carriers and FSRU on a daily and annual basis, and 
addresses the potential impacts of biocide in the discharge water. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN16-6 As described in Section 3.5.6.4 of the final EIS, Broadwater could select a 

color scheme that could reduce the contrast between the horizon and the 
FSRU as a mitigation measure that could reduce the visual impact of the 
Project. 

 
 
 
IN16-7 As noted in Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS, some viewers may find the 

FSRU to be an intrusive visual presence.  However, as also noted in 
Section 3.5.6, the overall impact to visual resources would be moderate. 

 
 
 
IN16-8 Section 3.6.5 of the final EIS presents an assessment of the potential 

impacts of the FSRU on property values, using the most appropriate 
comparisons available.  In that section, we stated our opinion about 
property values based on that analysis. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-907



IN16 – Warren E. Spehar 
 

 
 
IN16-9 Please see our response to comment IN16-8.  The commentor’s statement 

that FERC attempted to hide the fact that the proposed Project has no 
precedent indicates that he did not read the entire section on property 
values.  In Section 3.6.5.4, we state that the “. . .  Broadwater Project would 
be a unique facility. . .” and that “. . . it is not possible to directly compare 
the Project’s impact on property values to those of similar projects.”   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN16-10 As for all LNG terminal applications submitted to FERC, we reviewed the 

Broadwater proposal without a preconceived outcome.  The EIS was 
prepared by highly competent and experienced scientists, engineers, 
planners, and economists.  Because there is no existing facility to compare 
directly to the proposed Project, we presented an assessment of the 
potential impacts of the FSRU on property values using the most 
appropriate comparisons available and clearly stated that in the EIS.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN16-11 The commentor is inaccurate in stating that Broadwater has determined that 

a 950-acre safety and security zone is needed.  The Coast Guard conducted 
safety and security evaluations and proposed the dimensions of the safety 
and security zones, as described in Sections 4.6.1.4 and 4.6.1.5 of the WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS).  Section 3.5.7.4 of the final EIS addresses 
environmental issues associated with the Public Trust Doctrine.  Legal 
issues related to public trust lands are not a component of our 
environmental review process and are not addressed in the EIS; however, 
FERC is of the opinion that the public benefit of obtaining a diversified and 
increased energy supply from the Project with minimal impacts to public 
use of coastal waters, public lands, and public resources, is consistent with 
the objectives of the Public Trust Doctrine.    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The commentor is incorrect in stating that the “. . .  Draft writers assert that 
the FSRU . . . does not represent an industrialization of Long Island 
Sound.”  We did not make that statement anywhere in the EIS.  In Section 
3.5.2.2 of the EIS, we state that we do not expect that the Project would 
spur industrialization of the Sound. 

IN16-12 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-908



IN16 – Warren E. Spehar 
 

 
 
 
IN16-13 Nowhere in the EIS do we state that the Broadwater Project would not be 

an industrial project on the Sound.  In Section 3.5.2.2, we do address the 
potential for the Project to stimulate additional industrialization of the 
Sound.  However, that issue is quite different from the one raised in this 
comment. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
IN16-14 As described in Section 2.0 of the EIS, the FSRU would operate 

continually with a maximum sendout volume into the subsea pipeline of 
1.25 bcfd and an average daily sendout of 1.0 bcfd.  Neither Broadwater 
nor IGTS has proposed any expansion plans to accommodate larger 
volumes of regasified LNG from the proposed Broadwater FSRU. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
IN16-15 Please see our response to comment IN16-14.
 
IN16-16 Please see our response to comment IN16-14.
 
 
IN16-17 The commentor has confused a monitoring system with the actual 

mitigation measures.  The monitoring system would be designed to 
determine whether or not the required mitigation measures have been 
accomplished.  The text of the EIS has not “veiled” anything and has 
certainly not given “tacit approval” of the Project by the Commissioners.  
The EIS will be considered by the Commissioners during their 
deliberations on the Project.  As stated in Section 5.1 of the final EIS, “. . . 
We recommend that these [mitigation] measures be attached as conditions 
to any authorization issued by the Commission.”  This does not mean that 
an authorization would be issued by the Commission.  The Commission 
would not approve the Project unless (1) the impacts to the environment are 
acceptable; and (2) the safety of the public is adequately protected.  Finally, 
we are not aware of the “distinct bias” the commentor is referring to and 
cannot respond to his claim.  The EIS was prepared by experienced 
scientists, engineers, and planners in accordance with NEPA guidelines, 
CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA, and FERC’s regulations for 
implementing NEPA.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-909



IN16 – Warren E. Spehar 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN16-18 The comment that the mooring system would be designed to only withstand 

the forces of a Category 3 hurricane is incorrect.  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, 
3.7.1.4, and 3.10.2.2 of the final EIS, the YMS would be designed to 
withstand the forces equivalent to those of a Category 5 hurricane.  Project 
designs would be reviewed by FERC and the Coast Guard and (as 
addressed in Section 4.6.2 of the WSR and in Section 3.10.2.1 of the final 
EIS) by an independent third-party contractor.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As discussed in the WSR, (Appendix C of the final EIS), the design of the 
YMS must be based on the sustaining wind and wave conditions equivalent 
to a Category 5 hurricane at levels significantly greater than those 
historically reported in Long Island Sound, including the 1938 hurricane. 

IN16-19 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-910



IN16 – Warren E. Spehar 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

The commentor is correct that natural gas is a fossil fuel, and the burning of 
natural gas produces CO2, a greenhouse gas.  Section 4.2 of the final EIS 
evaluates the use of renewable energy sources and non-fossil fuels to meet 
the projected energy needs of the New York City, Long Island, and 
Connecticut market areas. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
IN16-20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-911



IN17 – Scott Carlin 
 

 
IN17-1 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 authors of the reports we 
reviewed included government agencies, task forces, industry groups, 
private consulting firms, and utilities.  As indicated in Section 1.1, there is 
a general 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, primarily from Canada, are expected to 
decrease substantially. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN17-2 We have addressed alternatives to providing a diversified natural gas 

supply in Section 4.0 of the final EIS.  Further, as described in Section 1.1 
of the final EIS, there is no indication that the region will not continue to 
use natural gas to meet energy needs. 

 
 
 
 
IN17-3 Although implementation of the proposed Project would increase 

dependence on foreign sources of fossil fuels, as noted by the commentor, 
it would diversify the regional energy portfolio.  

 
 
 
IN17-4 The impact of operations on water quality was determined to be minor and 

highly localized; operations would be conducted in compliance with all 
federal and state regulations and permitting requirements.  Section 3.2 of 
the final EIS provides additional detail. 

 
 
 
 
IN17-5 The Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan, developed as a 

requirement of the National Estuary Program, has a stated goal of 
encouraging environmentally sensitive development and land use planning, 
and avoiding net degradation of the environment.  The proposed Project is 
consistent with each of these goals. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-912



IN17 – Scott Carlin 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

Impacts to commercial and recreational fishing are presented in Sections 
3.5.5.1, 3.5.5.2, and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS.  As noted in those sections, the 
impacts would be minor. 

As reported in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the 
Coast Guard evaluated the safety and security of operation of the FSRU 
and the LNG carriers and made the preliminary determination that the risk 
of operating those facilities would be manageable with implementation of 
its recommended mitigation measures.  FERC expects that these mitigation 
measures 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.  In addition, Section 5.5.4 of the WSR 
includes a recommendation that Broadwater be required to prepare a 
Facility Security Plan at least 6 months before operation begins, in 
accordance with federal requirements in 33 CFR 105.  Neither FERC nor 
the Coast Guard would allow operation of the Project until the appropriate 
safety and security measures are in place.   

 
IN17-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN17-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-913



IN18 – Marian Phillips 
 

 
IN18-1 The Coast Guard has made a preliminary determination, pending 

completion of the NEPA analysis, that with implementation of the 
mitigation measures it has proposed, the risks associated with operation of 
the Project would be manageable.  If the Project receives initial 
authorization to proceed, Broadwater would work with federal, state, and 
local agencies to develop a Facility Security Plan (as outlined in 33 CFR 
101-105) and a Facility Response Plan (as outlined in 33 CFR 154).  
Further, FERC would need to approve the Emergency Response Plan 
developed by Broadwater as described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS.  
Final operation of the facility would not be authorized until these plans 
were completed and approved.  In addition, as described in Section 8.4 of 
the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), if FERC authorizes the 
Broadwater Project, the Coast Guard would prepare a proposal to obtain 
additional personnel and equipment to implement its safety and security 
recommendations. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN18-2 The FSRU would be a structure much like a barge at anchor in that it would 

float and weathervane around the YMS.  The YMS would be an open tower 
structure that allows for flowing water to pass between the legs that 
comprise the structure, much like a dock.  Thus, this Project would have no 
discernable effect on the tides or current flow of Long Island Sound. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
IN18-3 Section 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS addresses the impact to tourism and 

recreational industries.  Section 3.6.8.1 addresses the economic impact of 
the Project.  Section 3.7.1.4 describes the impacts to commercial shipping 
and fishing.  As noted in those sections, implementation of the proposed 
Project would result in a minor impact to tourism, recreational fishing and 
boating, the recreation industry, and commercial shipping and fishing.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN18-4 Economic impacts due to implementation of the proposed Project are 

addressed in Section 3.6 of the final EIS.  
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-914



IN19 – Leigh A. Russo 
 

 
We assume that the commentor is referring to the Coast Guard’s WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS) when commenting on the “Broadwater 
Safety and Security Report.”  Neither the WSR nor the EIS refers to the 
proposed Broadwater Project as being “too costly, too dangerous, and too 
disruptive for LI Sound.” 

IN19-1 
 
 
 
 
IN19-2 The Coast Guard has made a preliminary determination, pending 

completion of the NEPA analysis, that with implementation of the 
mitigation measures it has proposed, the risks associated with operation of 
the Project would be manageable.  The Coast Guard also stated that it 
currently does not have the resources required.  However, as described in 
Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), if FERC authorizes 
the Broadwater Project, the Coast Guard would prepare a proposal to obtain 
additional personnel and equipment to implement its safety and security 
recommendations.  Further, as stated in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, 
Broadwater would be required to develop an Emergency Response Plan in 
consultation with federal, state, and local agencies, and the plan would need 
to be approved by FERC before Broadwater would receive approval to 
begin construction. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN19-3 The Coast Guard would be responsible for the safety and security of the 

FSRU and LNG carriers.  If the Coast Guard requires assistance from state 
or local agencies, Broadwater would be responsible for funding those 
efforts as described in Section 3.10.6 in the final EIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-915



IN20 – Robert W. Ramage, Jr. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-916



IN20 – Robert W. Ramage, Jr. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN20-1 Thank you for your comments.  In reference to the EIS, all work was 

performed by FERC, our consultants, and cooperating agencies, which 
includes the Coast Guard.  

 
 
 
 
IN20-2 Thank you for your comment.  Broadwater submitted a coastal consistency 

certification to NYSDOS and to FERC that contains Broadwater’s analysis 
of the Project’s consistency with New York State coastal policies, 
including applicable policies of the Long Island Sound CMP and applicable 
local land management plans.  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.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-917



IN20 – Robert W. Ramage, Jr. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN20-3 As discussed in Section 1.0 of the final EIS, the proposed Project was 

designed to provide a source of gas near the target market, in part, to avoid 
the need to expand the existing pipeline infrastructure. 

 
 
 
 
 
IN20-4 Thank you for your comment.  In Section 1.1 of the final EIS, we note that 

the Project would diversify the supply of natural gas to the region.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-918



IN20 – Robert W. Ramage, Jr. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-919



IN20 – Robert W. Ramage, Jr. 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-920



IN21 – Dr. Syma Ebbin 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN21-1 The final EIS discusses entrainment and impingement impacts in Section 

3.3.2.2.  Measures to minimize impacts of water intakes would be utilized, 
such as locating the water intakes of the FSRU at a water depth with 
relatively low densities of marine organisms (approximately mid-depth of 
the water column) and limiting the water intake velocity (0.5 foot per 
second or less).  The resulting losses would represent approximately 0.1 
percent of the standing crop of the fish eggs and larvae in the central basin 
of Long Island Sound and are not expected to affect the overall finfish 
population within Long Island Sound.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN21-2 Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the 

proposed Broadwater Project that could provide projected natural gas and 
other energy demands of the New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut 
markets.  These alternatives encompass energy conservation; renewable 
energy sources, including wind and tidal power; and other existing and 
proposed LNG terminal and pipeline projects.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
IN21-3 Lands held in public trust by the State of New York are regulated by 

NYSOGS.  Broadwater has submitted an application to NYSOGS for an 
easement for the Project.  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 addressed in the final 
EIS.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-921



IN22 – No Name 
 

 
 
IN22-1 Section 3.11.6 of the final EIS states that the cumulative impacts of the 

proposed Project when considered in addition to those of other past, 
current, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the region of influence 
would be minor.  

 
 
 
 
IN22-2 FERC, with input from cooperating agencies, has included many 

recommendations in the EIS that Broadwater must comply with in order to 
proceed with the Project, if it receives initial authorization.  Implementation 
of these recommendations would avoid or minimize impacts as described 
throughout the final EIS. 

 
 
 
 
IN22-3 The potential that the proposed Project could further stimulate 

industrialization of the Sound is addressed in Section 3.5.2.2 of the final 
EIS. 

 
 
 

As described throughout the final EIS, construction and operation of the 
proposed Project would not affect the Connecticut shoreline or its 
residences, except for a minor but long-term impact to visual resources 
associated with a vessel-like structure being located at least 11 miles 
offshore (see Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS).   

IN22-4 
 
 
 
 

Section 3.11.6 of the final EIS describes the expected cumulative impacts 
of the Project.  Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of 
alternatives to the proposed Broadwater Project and concludes that they 
could not satisfy projected natural gas and other energy demands of the 
New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut markets.  These alternatives 
encompass energy conservation; renewable energy sources, including wind 
and tidal power; and other existing and proposed LNG terminal and 
pipeline projects. 

IN22-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-922



IN23 – Lenore Stelzer 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN23-1 We have addressed the Synapse report in Section 1.1.5.4 of the final EIS.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN23-2 The specified text is related to the impacts of Project construction on 

fisheries resources.  As stated in Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS, the 
primary construction impact to fisheries resources would be disturbance of 
less than 0.1 percent of the seafloor of Long Island Sound, which would 
constitute a minor and short-term impact.  In general, the other construction 
impacts to fisheries resources would be temporary, negligible, and 
separated in time and space from the seafloor disturbance.  Thus, there 
would be no significant construction impact to fisheries resources. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-923



IN24 – Hugh MacLean 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN24-1 The final EIS has been revised to provide additional information on 

potential impacts of the proposed Project and appropriate mitigation to 
avoid and minimize potential impacts.  Section 3.10 of the final EIS has 
been revised to further address potential safety and security issues 
associated with accidental and intentional releases of LNG; and our review 
incorporated extreme weather conditions in excess of those historically 
recorded in Long Island Sound, including the 1938 hurricane.  The final 
EIS includes a section that assesses potential cumulative impacts 
(Section 3.11).  The proposed Project would be constructed and operated in 
accordance with all federal and state regulations, as well as a wide variety 
of Project-specific permits designed to protect the environment of Long 
Island Sound, including the human environment.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-924



IN24 – Hugh MacLean 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-925



IN25 – Michael Theiler 
 

 
 
 
 
IN25-1 Sections 3.6.8.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS have been updated to address 

the impacts to commercial lobstermen of the proposed moving safety and 
security zones around LNG carriers as they enter and exit the Sound.  
These analyses consider the potential that other large vessels entering or 
exiting the race may alter their course, taking them through areas with high 
lobster pot density.  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).  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).  As part of 
implementing the proposed moving safety and security zone, the Coast 
Guard would conduct routine Broadcast Notice to Mariners to notify the 
public of the implementation of the safety and security zones.  Escort tugs 
and any Coast Guard vessels escorting the LNG carriers would also serve 
as an additional layer of on-scene notification.  These measures would 
minimize impacts to lobstermen. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN25-2 Please see our response to comment IN25-1.
 
 
IN25-3 Thank you for your comment.  As noted in the responses above, we have 

addressed your concerns in the final EIS.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-926



IN26 – No Name 
 

 
Section 3.0 of the final EIS provides a detailed assessment of potential 
environmental impacts, including those to the human environment. IN26-1 

 
 
 
IN26-2 Because the Coast Guard has not yet prepared a proposal for additional 

resources (see Section 8.4.2 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final EIS]), we 
cannot identify the funding source for the additional resources.  The Coast 
Guard would be responsible for enforcing the safety and security zones but 
may share that responsibility with state or local law enforcement agencies. 

 
 
 
 
IN26-3 Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the 

proposed Broadwater Project and concludes that they 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.  
These alternatives encompass energy conservation; renewable energy 
sources, including wind and tidal power; and other existing and proposed 
LNG terminal and pipeline projects. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
IN26-4 Please see Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS for a discussion of the 

requirement for and the development of an Emergency Response Plan.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN26-5 Section 4.4 of the final EIS evaluates alternatives to the proposed location 

for the Broadwater terminal, including offshore in the Atlantic Ocean.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-927



IN27 – Diane Scully 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN27-1 After extensive review, we have concluded that if the Project is 

implemented as planned with the identified mitigation measures during 
design, construction, and operation, it would be an environmentally 
acceptable action.   

 
 
 
 
 

Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the 
proposed Broadwater Project that could provide projected natural gas and 
other energy demands of the New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut 
markets. 

IN27-2 
 
 
 
IN27-3 Both the draft and final EISs were prepared by experienced scientists and 

engineers with input from other federal, state, and local agencies.  The final 
EIS provides a thorough evaluation of the potential environmental impacts 
of the proposed Project.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-928



IN28 – Chad M. Lyons 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
IN28-1 As described in detail in Section 3.2.3.2 (Table 3.2.3-1), the FSRU intake 

would be used primarily for ballast water.  No water taken from the Sound 
would be used in the regasification process (see Section 2.1.1.4 of the final 
EIS). 

 
 
 
 
IN28-2 As stated in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, water discharges from the 

FSRU would approximate ambient temperatures because they would be 
primarily associated with ballast water.  The temperature of the cooling 
water that would be discharged from LNG carriers could be elevated above 
ambient seawater temperatures but would be less than New York State 
surface water quality standards within 75 feet from vessel.  Please see our 
response to comment OC2-24. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN28-3 Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS specifies the primary biological impact 

associated with water intake and discharge, specifically including 
entrainment and impingement.  As identified, the magnitude of the impact 
would not affect the overall finfish and lobster populations of Long Island 
Sound.  As discussed in response to comment FA1-5, all FSRU discharges 
would be conducted in accordance with SPDES requirements throughout 
the life of the Project (see Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS).  The volume of 
water used by the Project is not only orders of magnitude smaller than the 
static volume of the Sound, it is also substantially less than the daily inflow 
of fresh seawater.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the 
proposed Broadwater Project and concludes that they 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 proposed Project.  These alternatives encompass energy conservation; 
renewable energy sources, including wind and tidal power; and other 
existing and proposed LNG terminal and pipeline projects. 

IN28-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-929



IN29 – Maureen Ward 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN29-1 Because the Coast Guard has not yet prepared a proposal for additional 

resources (see Section 8.4.2 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final EIS]), we 
cannot identify the funding source for the additional resources.  However, 
if additional funding is required for the Coast Guard, it would most likely 
be generated from the federal budget, not from a local or state budget.   

 
 
 
 
 
IN29-2 The Coast Guard is responsible for accomplishing the tasks that by law, 

only it is authorized to conduct but may share other law enforcement 
responsibilities with state or local law enforcement agencies.  Enforcement 
of the safety and security zones is a law enforcement function that cannot 
be delegated to private security forces.  Private security forces could 
provide notification to vessels approaching the safety and security zone 
around the FSRU and provide on-board security for the FSRU, but private 
security forces cannot act as law enforcement representatives.  Broadwater 
would provide funding for state or local law enforcement agencies for their 
involvement in the emergency response and security actions, including 
enforcing the safety and security zone, as described in Section 3.10.6 of the 
final EIS.  FERC must approve the Emergency Response Plan prior to final 
approval to begin construction.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN29-3 While the combination of technologies proposed for the FSRU is a new 

concept, the separate LNG receiving, storage, regasification, and send-out 
technologies are proven.  The American Bureau of Shipping, a certifying 
entity, reviewed the preliminary design of the FSRU and stated the 
following in a July 27, 2005 letter to Broadwater: “Whilst the concept of 
combining a floating re-gasification unit and distribution network with a 
yoke moored LNG hull can be viewed as a first time combination of 
systems, the technologies employed are not in themselves novel and are 
covered by established Rule criteria.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-930



IN29 – Maureen Ward 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

As stated in the final EIS (Sections 2.1.1.1, 2.3.1.1, 3.10.2.1, and 3.10.2.2), 
federal regulations, industry standards, and classification society rules 
would govern the safe design, construction, and operation of the FSRU.  
The Coast Guard evaluated the safety and security aspects of operation of 
the FSRU (and the LNG carriers) and made the preliminary determination, 
as reported in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), that 
with implementation of the mitigation measures it has recommended, the 
risks associated with operation of the FSRU and LNG carriers would be 
manageable.  Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS describes the potential 
consequences of an accidental or intentional release of LNG from the 
FSRU; as described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS Broadwater would be 
required to prepare an Emergency Response Plan. 

Sections 3.5.5.2, 3.6.8.1, and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS describe the potential 
impacts to commercial fishermen from implementation of the Project. 

As described in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, no impact to water 
temperatures in Long Island Sound would be associated with discharges 
from the FSRU.  Broadwater estimates that the cooling water discharge 
from a steam-powered LNG carrier would approximate ambient 
temperature conditions (within 1°F) within 75 feet of the vessel discharge 
point.  Any water discharges with residual chlorine concentrations would 
be monitored in accordance with federal and state regulations and Project-
specific permitting requirements. 

IN29-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN29-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN29-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-931



IN30 – Berman Family 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-932



IN30 – Berman Family 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-933



IN30 – Berman Family 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN30-1 As stated in the text in question (Section 4.4.1.1), proximity to residential 

communities was only one of several environmental criteria against which 
the potential siting of onshore LNG terminals was considered.  Other 
criteria considered included the availability of developable land, the need 
for nearshore dredging, the potential for impacts to marine traffic, and new 
pipeline construction needed to connect the terminal site with an existing 
pipeline with access to the target market areas.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-934



IN30 – Berman Family 

 
IN30-2 Although the commentor has accurately quoted a portion of the final EIS 

for the Hackberry LNG Project, the meaning of those statements can best 
be understood by considering the following statements that precede the 
quote (emphasis added): 

“Information on the environmental, economic, and engineering feasibility 
of an offshore LNG storage and vaporization site alternative is being 
collected and evaluated by the Coast Guard for the Port Pelican Project.  
Certainly, as demonstrated by the need for additional pipeline described 
above, the economic and potential environmental affects associated with 
the construction of an additional 50 miles of 36-inch-diameter pipeline 
would be substantially greater for an offshore alternative site.  
Additionally, technical issues associated with the feasibility of construction 
and operations of an offshore LNG facility have not yet been demonstrated 
in practice and can not be fully evaluated within the timeframe of the 
Hackberry LNG Project.  The evaluation of an offshore facility as an 
alternative to the Hackberry LNG Project is not merely the process of 
transposing the onshore facility footprint to an offshore location.  Rather it 
represents a complete redesign of the entire facility such that the feasibility 
in meeting the operational and economic objectives of the proposal is 
highly questionable.  Although offshore storage and vaporization structures 
may eventually find a role for importing LNG into the United States, the 
current level of information and limited operational experience is not 
sufficient to justify consideration of this emerging application of offshore 
technology as a reasonable alternative to the proposed Hackberry 
Terminal.” 

The Hackberry LNG Project final EIS was published in August 2003, 
which is more than 52 months ago as opposed to the 30 months mentioned 
in the comment.  At that time, a single deepwater port application, Port 
Pelican, was under consideration by the Coast Guard.  The final EIS for 
Hackberry addressed a gravity-based offshore system (concrete structure) 
in comparison to the proposed Hackberry Project and rejected it only as an 
alternative to the Hackberry proposal.  However, after review of the safety 
and environmental issues associated with Port Pelican, the Coast Guard 
licensed the facility (the Applicant did not construct the facility).  As of the 
date of issuance of this final EIS, the Coast Guard had licensed three other 
offshore LNG facilities that include regasification facilities onboard marine 
vessels (the Gulf Gateway, Neptune, and Northeast Gateway Projects), and 
was reviewing several other applications for offshore LNG terminals.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-935



IN30 – Berman Family 

IN30-2 (Continued) 

While the combination of technologies proposed for the FSRU is a new 
concept, the separate LNG receiving, storage, regasification, and sendout 
technologies are proven.  As stated in the final EIS (Sections 2.1.1.1, 
2.3.1.1, 3.10.2.1, and 3.10.2.2), federal regulations, industry standards, and 
classification society rules would govern the safe design, construction, and 
operation of the FSRU.  The Coast Guard evaluated the safety and security 
aspects of operation of the FSRU (and the LNG carriers) and made the 
preliminary determination, as reported in Section 8.4 of the WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS), that the risks associated with operation of 
the FSRU and LNG carriers would be manageable with implementation of 
the mitigation measures it has recommended.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-936



IN30 – Berman Family 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN30-3 As discussed in Sections 4.4.2 and 4.5.2 of the final EIS, we considered 

many variables in evaluating the potential environmental impacts of the 
proposed pipeline routes.  The commentor is correct in stating that the 
North Route Alternative 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 route proposed by 
Broadwater.  Section 4.5.1 of the final EIS explains that the IGTS pipeline 
would need to be modified if the interconnection were much closer to 
Connecticut than the proposed location.  These modifications could include 
construction of a pipeline loop (with its associated impacts to the seafloor 
of the Sound) and construction of an aboveground compressor station 
onshore or in Long Island Sound.  The Broadwater Project, as proposed, 
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.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-937



IN30 – Berman Family 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-938



IN30 – Berman Family 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-939



IN30 – Berman Family 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-940



IN30 – Berman Family 

Individuals Comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-941



IN31 – Andrew & Elizabeth Greene 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The socioeconomic section of the EIS (Section 3.6) fulfills the 
requirements of the NEPA environmental review process for the Project.  A 
cost-benefit analysis is not a part of that process and was not included in 
the EIS. 

IN31-1 
 
 
 
IN31-2 Section 4.0 of the final EIS identifies a wide range of alternatives to the 

proposed Broadwater Project that could provide projected natural gas and 
other energy demands of the New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut 
markets.  As described in that section, each of the alternatives would result 
in environmental impacts that would be greater than those of the proposed 
Project. 

 
 
 
 
 
IN31-3 No expansion of this proposed facility has been proposed by Broadwater, 

nor have other proposals to construct LNG terminals in Long Island Sound 
been identified.  Given the capacity of Broadwater to provide natural gas 
for the foreseeable future, it seems very unlikely that another applicant 
would invest hundreds of millions of dollars in a second terminal.  Were 
such a proposal to be brought before FERC, we would conduct a separate 
and complete EIS to evaluate its potential environmental impacts, including 
an analysis of cumulative impacts on the Sound with other existing and 
proposed infrastructure. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-942



IN32 – Rose Peraza 
 

IN32-1 The discussion of this issue has been expanded in Section 3.2.3.2 of the 
final EIS.  This discharge would occur once every 5 years, and the 
temperature of this discharge would be 20  F above ambient seawater 
temperature (not the 52-degree increase identified in the draft EIS).  The 
discharged water would mix with the ambient seawater, and the 
temperature would be reduced to a maximum of 4  F above ambient 
temperatures within approximately 40 feet of the FSRU discharge point.  
Thus, the existing State temperature compliance criteria would be met 
within the typical regulatory mixing zone.  In addition, all discharges 
would be required to comply with Project-specific SPDES permit 
requirements.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN32-2 As discussed in response to comment LA15-6, LNG carriers are not 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
IN32-3 Broadwater’s claim regarding cost savings did not appear in the draft EIS 

nor does it appear in the final EIS.  
 
 
 
IN32-4 Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the 

proposed Broadwater Project and concludes that they 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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-943



IN32 – Rose Peraza 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

As discussed in Section 4.5.1 of the final EIS, IGTS has agreed to transport 
up to 1 bcfd of natural gas from the Broadwater LNG terminal through its 
existing 24-inch pipeline across Long Island Sound.  IGTS further indicates 
that this gas could be transported to the target markets without requiring 
upgrades to the existing IGTS pipeline system. 

Operation of the proposed Project would not affect general DO levels 
within Long Island Sound (see Section 3.5.7.2 of the final EIS).  As 
discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, operation of the proposed 
FSRU would not generally alter the ambient water temperatures of Long 
Island Sound.  Broadwater estimates that the cooling water from the steam-
powered LNG carriers would approximate ambient temperature conditions 
(within 1°F) within 75 feet of the discharge point.  Because all discharges 
would be conducted in accordance with Project-specific SPDES 
requirements, impacts to marine resources (including lobster) are not 
expected. 

 
 
 
 
IN32-5 
 
 
 
 
IN32-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-944



IN33 – Ann Marie Testa 
 

 
IN33-1 If an accident occurred on the FSRU, Broadwater workers would be at risk.  

However, the risk associated with the FSRU would be mitigated through 
inspections, training exercises, the safety zone, and associated plans-all of 
which are designed to reduce the risk to an acceptable level.  Further, no 
residents would be near the FSRU since its proposed location would be 9 
miles from the nearest shoreline, which is a substantially greater distance 
than the heat hazard zones described in Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS.  The 
impacts to marine life from a major accidental or intentional release from 
the FSRU are addressed in Section 3.3 of the final EIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN33-2 Because the Coast Guard has not yet prepared a proposal for additional 

resources (see Section 8.4.2 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final EIS]), we 
cannot identify the funding source for the additional resources.  However, 
if the Coast Guard’s evaluation confirms a need for additional resources, 
the resources would likely be federally funded rather than locally funded. 

 
 
 
 
 
IN33-3 Thank you for your comment.  As noted in Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS, 

we anticipate that the FSRU would result in a moderate impact on visual 
resources. 

 
 
IN33-4 As stated in Sections 3.3.1.2 (benthic resources), 3.3.2.2 (fisheries), and 

3.3.3 (fisheries of special concern) 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.  

 
 
 
 
 
IN33-5 As stated in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, discharges from LNG carriers 

and the FSRU would not increase the general water temperature of Long 
Island Sound.  Discharges from the terminal (FSRU) would not be above 
ambient temperatures.  However, there would be marginal water 
temperature increases in the immediate vicinity of some of the berthed 
LNG carriers due to the discharge of cooling water from the carriers.  The 
temperature of the water discharge from steam-powered LNG carriers is 
estimated to return to within 1 °F of ambient temperature conditions within 
75 feet of the point of discharge (see Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS).  
Additional details are provided in response to comment OC2-24. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-945



IN33 – Ann Marie Testa 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

As described in Section 1.1.1 of the final EIS, approximately half the 
natural gas from the Project would be transported to New York City, about 
25 to 30 percent would go to Long Island, and the remainder would go to 
Connecticut.  We have determined that the Project would result in limited 
impacts if constructed and operated with implementation of the 
recommendations specified through Section 3.0 of the final EIS.  The Coast 
Guard has determined that the risks associated with the FSRU and the LNG 
carriers would be manageable with implementation of the mitigation 
measures recommended in the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS).   

 
IN33-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-946



IN34 – Heather Cusak 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-947



IN34 – Heather Cusak 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS describes potential impacts of LNG carriers 
to the water quality of Long Island Sound.

As discussed in Sections 3.3.1.2 and 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS, the physical 
presence of the FSRU and YMS may provide a limited amount of artificial 
habitat conditions for the finfish community in the middle of Long Island 
Sound due to shade from the FSRU and YMS and vertical hard substrate 
from the YMS.  Weathervaning of the FSRU around the YMS would 
eliminate long-term shading at any one location.  It is anticipated that these 
artificial habitat conditions may be both beneficial and adverse to different 
species, but any effect would be highly localized and would result in a 
negligible influence on the biological communities of Long Island Sound. 

As described in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, wind power, solar power, and 
other sources of renewable energy can help to reduce the growing energy 
demand of the region.  However, these solutions lack the ability to provide 
the scale of energy currently expected to comprise the region’s future 
demand. 

Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to describe potential 
impacts to phytoplankton and zooplankton.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN34-1 
 
 
IN34-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN34-3 
 
 
IN34-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-948



IN35 – David Kiremidjian 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN35-1 The area of the proposed safety and security zone around the FSRU and 

YMS would be approximately 0.1 percent of the area of Long Island 
Sound.  We have not equated that area with either noise or visual impacts.  
Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS addresses the impact of the Project on visual 
resources, and Section 3.9.2.2 addresses airborne noise impacts. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
IN35-2 The visual impact of the FSRU at night is addressed in Section 3.5.6 of the 

final EIS.  At night, the lights on the FSRU and YMS (aids to navigation 
lights, aviation obstruction lights, and operational lights) would be visible 
from at least some shoreline locations on about 292 nights per year.  Lights 
on LNG carriers at berth or transiting the Sound and on support vessels also 
would be visible from some locations.  The visual resources assessment 
prepared for the proposed Project states that on clear nights and at distances 
greater than 9 miles, Project lighting would appear as a dim white or 
yellow/orange cluster on the horizon and would have a shimmering effect 
due to optical refraction.  In addition, we believe that individual blinking 
lights related to the Project may be visible to some shoreline viewers under 
clear viewing conditions.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN35-3 Section 3.9.2.2 of the final EIS describes potential noise impacts to 

humans; and Sections 3.3 and 3.4 describe potential noise impacts to 
biological resources, including fish, marine mammals, and threatened and 
endangered species.  In general, the operational noise of the Project would 
be comparable to large ship noises in transit and at anchor.  Noise from the 
FSRU would not be perceptible from shore and would not be noticeable to 
most marine users except possibly those close to the safety and security 
zone when no other substantial ambient noise was present (such as motors, 
wind, and conversation).   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-949



IN35 – David Kiremidjian 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

The commentor inappropriately correlates energy content with explosive 
potential.  Section 3.10.1 of the final EIS describes why it is incorrect to 
correlate energy content with explosive potential for LNG; in summary, 
LNG is not explosive. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN35-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-950



IN36 – Nick Madden 
 

 
As stated in Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS, no significant impact to the 
lobster population is anticipated due the relatively small size of the 
construction footprint (substantially less than 0.1 percent of the seafloor in 
Long Island Sound).  In addition, the concerns raised by the identified 
scientists have been addressed throughout the final EIS, especially in 
Sections 3.1 and 3.3. 

IN36-1 
 
 
 
 
 
IN36-2 The water usage by the Project would primarily be associated with cooling 

water for the LNG carriers bringing product to the FSRU.  Virtually all 
commercial vessels, and many recreational vessels, currently transiting the 
Sound uptake cooling water.  Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS discusses 
entrainment and impingement impacts.  As identified in the EIS, losses of 
planktonic organisms would be minimized by locating the FSRU water 
intakes at a water depth with relatively low densities of marine organisms 
(approximately mid-depth of the water column) and limiting the water 
intake velocity (0.5 foot per second or less).  Impacts to fish eggs and 
larvae likely would constitute less than 0.1 percent of the standing stock of 
the central basin of Long Island Sound.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As reported in Section 5.3 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the 
Coast Guard considered terrorism in its assessment of safety and security.  
In Section 8.4 of the WSR, the Coast Guard reported its preliminary 
determination that the risks associated with the operation of the FSRU and 
the LNG carriers would be manageable with implementation of its 
recommended mitigation measures. 

Sections 3.7.4.1 and 3.5.5.2 of the final EIS address impacts to commercial 
fishing, and Section 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS addresses recreational fishing.  
As described in those sections, the FSRU and LNG carriers and their 
proposed safety and security zones would have a minor impact on 
commercial and recreational fishing.

IN36-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS describes the impact of the Project on visual 
resources.  The Visual Resources Assessment prepared by Broadwater, 
which is available on the FERC docket, includes simulated views from 
Shoreham Beach.  As noted in Section 3.5.6, we anticipate that the FSRU 
would result in a moderate impact on visual resources.   

IN36-4 
 
 
 
 
IN36-5 As described throughout the final EIS, all construction and operational 

activities would comply with federal and state Project-specific permitting 
requirements developed to protect water quality, biological resources, and 
the habitat quality of Long Island Sound.   

 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
 N-951



IN37 – Nick Kapatos 
 

 
IN37-1 As discussed in response to comment LA15-6, normal operations of the 

FSRU would not influence water temperatures because the water primarily 
would be used for ballast, and all discharges would be conducted in 
accordance with Project-specific SPDES permit requirements.  The 
temperature of the water discharge from steam-powered LNG carriers is 
estimated to be return to within 1 °F of ambient temperatures within 75 feet 
of the point of discharge.  This would occur within the typical regulatory 
mixing zone and would readily comply with NYSDEC thermal water 
quality criteria.  Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS discusses entrainment and 
impingement impacts, including NMFS-recommended measures to 
minimize impacts of water intakes.  The proposed FSRU and LNG carriers 
would impinge/entrain a tiny fraction of the standing crop of the central 
basin of Long Island Sound (less than 0.1 percent), and these losses are not 
expected to affect the overall finfish or lobster population within Long 
Island Sound. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN37-2 Release of natural gas is discussed in Section 3.10.9.3 of the final EIS.  

Should an LNG release occur, the waters of the Sound would act as a heat 
source causing the LNG to convert to gas.  The gas would rise and dissipate 
in the atmosphere or burn back to the release point, if an ignition source 
were encountered.  No residual product would be expected to persist in the 
Sound in the unlikely event of a release. 

 
 
 
 
 

As reported in Section 5.3 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the 
Coast Guard considered terrorism in its assessment of safety and security.  
In Section 8.4 of the WSR, the Coast Guard reported its preliminary 
determination that risks associated with operation of the FSRU and the 
LNG carriers would be manageable, with implementation of its 
recommended mitigation measures that may be included in the Letter of 
Recommendation.   

The commentor inappropriately correlates energy content with explosive 
potential.  Section 3.10.1 of the final EIS describes why it is incorrect to 
correlate energy content with explosive potential for LNG; in summary, 
LNG is not explosive.  If a major release from the FSRU occurred and 
resulted in a fire, it is likely that the FSRU would be damaged, as noted by 
the commentor.  Potential consequences of such a release are described in 
Section 3.10.3.2 of the final EIS. 

IN37-3 
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IN37 – Nick Kapatos 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS describes the impact of the Project on visual 
resources.  The Visual Resources Assessment prepared by Broadwater, 
which is available on the FERC docket, includes simulated views from 
Wading River.  From 9 miles, the FSRU would appear as a small, boat-like 
object holding a fixed position.  As noted in Section 3.5.6, we anticipate 
that the FSRU would result in a moderate impact on visual resources.  No 
oil tankers would serve the FSRU.  Because only one LNG carrier would 
be allowed in the Sound at any one time, the carriers would not be 
constantly arriving at and departing from the FSRU. 

IN37-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-953



IN38 – C. Thomas Paul 
 

 
IN38-1 As stated in Section 4.3.5 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the 

YMS would be designed to withstand the forces equivalent to those of a 
Category 5 hurricane; all design reviews of the facility would be conducted 
by FERC, the Coast Guard, and an independent certifying entity, as 
described in Section 4.6.2 of the WSR.  Further, during the past 150 years, 
seven hurricanes have passed through Long Island Sound, with the largest 
considered a Category 3 hurricane.  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 reliability and 
safety.   

Section 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS and Sections 4.3.5 and 4.6.2.1 of the WSR 
address the possibility and the risk of the FSRU breaking away from the 
YMS.  As described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS Broadwater would be 
required to prepare an Emergency Response Plan.  The plan would address 
a wide spectrum of emergency situations and appropriate responses, 
including the actions that would be taken by the Broadwater support tugs 
and the Coast Guard if the FSRU separated from the YMS.  The 
Emergency Response Plan would need to be approved by FERC before 
Broadwater could receive approval to begin construction of the facility. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN38-2 These potential impacts are discussed throughout the final EIS, including 

the specified benthic impacts (Sections 3.1.2.2. and 3.3.1); water intake and 
discharge (Section 3.2.3.2); air quality (Section 3.9.1); lighting impacts to 
birds (Section 3.3.5); and accidents including spills, fires, collisions, and 
gas releases (Section 3.10.5 among others). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individuals Comments 
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IN38 – C. Thomas Paul 
 

Individuals Comments 
 

Thank you for your comments.  Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS evaluates the 
potential of each existing, approved, and planned LNG terminal to serve as 
an alternative to the proposed Broadwater Project.  Perhaps the greatest 
limitation for each of these alternatives is that they do not provide for 
delivery of natural gas to the markets that would be served by Broadwater.  
Each of these alternatives would need to be modified and expanded to be a 
true alternative to Broadwater.  It is the modifications and expansions that 
would cause impacts to exceed those projected for Broadwater. 

Connecticut state agencies were involved in developing the scope of issues 
that were addressed in the EIS.  Through the submittal of comments on the 
draft EIS from the public and agencies, Connecticut has contributed to the 
analyses presented in the final EIS.   

The final EIS describes the potential impacts to the resources of Long 
Island Sound independent of state lines. 

Section 3.3.5.2 of the final EIS has been updated to discuss potential 
impacts to bird migrations. 

 
 
 
IN38-3 
 
 
 
IN38-4 
 
 
 
 
IN38-5 
 
 
 
 
IN38-6 
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