
2.1.3 Responses to Comments from State Elected Officials  

 

Letter 
Number Commentor 

SE-01 NY State Senator Carl Marcellino 

SE-02 Connecticut Governor M. Jodi Rell 

SE-03 Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

SE-04 Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

SE-05 Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

SE-06 Connecticut State Senator Adrea Stillman 

SE-07 Connecticut Representative Toni Butcher 

SE-08 Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

SE-09 Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 

 
N-137



SE1 – New York State Senator Carl Marcellino 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE1-1 As described in Section 3.3 of the final EIS, implementation of the 

proposed Project would result in a minor environmental impact.  The 
impacts on tourism and recreational boating and fishing are addressed in 
Sections 3.5.5.1, 3.6.8.2, and 3.6.8.3 of the final EIS.  The impacts to 
commercial uses are addressed in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS.   

 
 
 
 
SE1-2 Section 1.1 of the final EIS presents a detailed assessment of the natural gas 

demand and supply in the market area that Broadwater proposes to service.    
 
 
SE1-3 Section 1.1.1 of the final EIS lists the volumes of gas estimated to be 

transported to New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut.  
 
SE1-4 If FERC provides initial authorization for the Project, Broadwater would be 

required to prepare an Emergency Response Plan as described in Section 
3.10.6 of the final EIS.  This would include a Cost- Sharing Plan.  If 
funding agreements cannot be developed to the satisfaction of the 
participating agencies and Broadwater, neither FERC nor the Coast Guard 
would approve the plan and FERC would not authorize Project 
construction.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments 
 N-138



SE1 – New York State Senator Carl Marcellino 
 

State Elected Officials Comments 
 

While the combination of technologies proposed for the FSRU is a new 
concept, the separate LNG receiving, storage, regasification, and sendout 
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.” 

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 has evaluated the safety and security aspects of operation 
of the FSRU (and the LNG carriers) and has made a preliminary 
determination (as reported in Section 8.4 of the WSR, [Appendix C of the 
final EIS]) that the risks of operation of the FSRU and LNG carriers would 
be manageable, with implementation of the mitigation measures it has 
recommended.  Environmental impacts of construction and operation of the 
proposed Project are presented throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS, and 
Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS describes the potential consequences of an 
accidental or intentional release of LNG from the FSRU.   

 
 
 
 
 
SE1-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-139



SE2 – Governor M. Jodi Rell 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments 
 N-140



SE2 – Governor M. Jodi Rell 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments 
 N-141



SE2 – Governor M. Jodi Rell 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE2-1 We appreciate the concern of the State of Connecticut.  The final EIS has 

been updated to address the concerns identified by the public; 
nongovernmental agencies; academia; and federal, state, and local agencies 
and officials.  The resulting final EIS provides a comprehensive and 
accurate description of the proposed Project and the environmental impacts 
that would occur if the Project is implemented. 

 
 
 
 
 
SE2-2 From the outset of our review of the proposed Project, we have attempted 

to involve the CTDEP in the NEPA process.  Our assessment is that the 
communication between CTDEP staff and FERC staff has been very good, 
and we have attempted to respond quickly to any issues related to the 
environmental review of this Project that were raised by CTDEP. 

 
 
 
 
SE2-3 Section 3.0 of the final EIS addresses the environmental impacts that could 

occur with implementation of the Project, including potential impacts to 
resources located in Connecticut.  Section 3.5.7.4 of the final EIS addresses 
environmental issues associated with the Public Trust Doctrine.  However, 
legal issues related to public trust lands are not a component of our 
environmental review process and therefore are not included in the final 
EIS. 

 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments 
 N-142



SE2 – Governor M. Jodi Rell 
 

 
 
 
SE2-4 Please refer to the letter dated February 22, 2007, from Chairman Kelliher 

to Commissioner McCarthy that characterizes FERC’s responses to the 
referenced correspondence (Docket No. CP06-54-000, Accession 
#20070312-0029).   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments 
 N-143



SE2 – Governor M. Jodi Rell 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE2-5 Thank you for your comment and your commitment to involving the State 

of Connecticut in the review process.  We agree with your goal of ensuring 
the environmental integrity and safety of Long Island Sound while meeting 
the region’s energy needs.  We have endeavored to meet the same goals in 
our review of the proposed Project, as evidenced by over 80 additional 
mitigation measures we have recommended for the Project.  The Coast 
Guard’s concern about safety and security is also an important factor in the 
review of the Project, and it too has recommended mitigation measures for 
the Project.  The Coast Guard has made a preliminary determination that 
the risks associated with the operation of the FSRU and the LNG carriers 
would be manageable with implementation of its recommended measures.  
Finally, the details of the Broadwater application are available in the docket 
for the Project on the FERC website, except for Critical Energy 
Infrastructure Information and Sensitive Security Information. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE2-6 Coordination between FERC and other regionally based federal agencies 

and state agencies allows a strong regional influence over the issues, 
concerns, and siting alternatives addressed by FERC during its review.  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.  We believe that a regional alternatives analysis, which is a 
part of each EIS prepared by FERC, allows an environmental review of 
viable sites within the region and the specific market that is targeted by the 
applicant.  Therefore, while a regional siting study, if provided, could assist 
our review, it does not need to be concluded prior to initiating the site-
specific review of proposed projects.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments 
 N-144



SE2 – Governor M. Jodi Rell 
 

State Elected Officials Comments 
 

Thank you for providing your comments in a timely manner.  We have, 
from the outset of our review, understood the importance of input received 
from the State of Connecticut.     

 
 
 
 
 
 
SE2-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-145



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-146



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
 
SE3-1 As described in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), if 

FERC provides Broadwater with initial authorization for the Project, the 
Coast Guard would prepare a proposal to obtain additional personnel and 
equipment to implement its safety and security recommendations.  If the 
needed resources are not available and properly funded, however, FERC 
and the Coast Guard would not allow the Project to go into operation.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-2 Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS includes a recommendation that Broadwater 

prepare an Emergency Response Plan in consultation with appropriate 
federal, state, and local agencies.  Broadwater also would be required to 
develop a Facility Security Plan for the FSRU, as described in Section 
3.10.4.2 of the final EIS and in Sections 1.1 and 2.2.4 of the WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS).  If the plans are not sufficient, or if FERC or 
the Coast Guard has additional concerns about safety or security – 
including concerns regarding available resources, Broadwater would not be 
authorized to continue with the Project.  As a result, all aspects of the 
emergency response and safety and security needs for Project safety would 
be addressed by FERC and the Coast Guard, along with the appropriate 
federal, state, and local agencies, prior to final Project approvals.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-3 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.  No hurricane in exceedance of a Category 3 has been recorded 
for the region.  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 certifying entity.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-147



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
SE3-4 As stated in Section 4.3.5 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), if the 

FSRU breaks away during a hurricane, the sea conditions within the Sound 
would be severe enough to keep other marine vessels off the water.  
Therefore a YMS failure would not cause any immediate effect on shipping 
and commerce in the Sound.  Section 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS presents 
YMS design conditions intended to prevent YMS failures and YMS 
detachment.  Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS lists the requirements of the 
Emergency Response Plan, including preparation for hurricanes, and a 
wide variety of response procedures, including those that would be 
implemented if the FSRU broke away from the YMS.  FERC must approve 
the Emergency Response Plan prior to any final approval to begin 
construction.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-148



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
 
 
SE3-5 Section 3.1.2.2 and Section 3.10.9.3 of the final EIS have been updated to 

address potential anchor strikes.  The pipeline would be designed to meet 
all applicable codes and standards (USDOT in 49 CFR 192).  The pipeline 
would be buried under 3 to 5 feet of sediment.  The pipeline’s location 
would be depicted on future navigational charts and in marine regulations 
to discourage vessels from anchoring within a corridor along the pipeline 
route.  In addition, the 3-inch-thick layer of steel-reinforced concrete would 
provide further protection from anchor strikes, and Broadwater would 
augment the pipeline protection design by using one or more of the 
following:  a thicker pipe wall, thicker concrete coating, rock armor, or 
concrete slabs.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-6 Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to provide a more 

complete description of methods and monitoring of trench backfilling and 
subsequent benthic recolonization in Long Island Sound that highlights 
previous successes and problems.  Section 3.1.2.2 includes a 
recommendation that, Broadwater would be required to actively backfill the 
pipeline trench and conduct post-construction monitoring to assess 
backfilling success, as determined through interagency coordination.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-7 Appendix J of the final EIS contains a comprehensive EFH assessment.  

Section 6.0 of the EFH discusses Project-specific impacts to EFH and EFH-
managed species.    

 
 

Section 4 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the 
proposed Broadwater Project and concludes that none of them could 
provide 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.  In most cases, the alternatives require 
additional miles of pipeline or additional facilities located within more 
sensitive areas.  Each additional mile of pipeline construction translates 
directly into greater impacts.  The proposed Project requires only 21.7 
miles of new construction. 

SE3-8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Although these issues were analyzed appropriately in Section 3.10.5 of the 
draft EIS, the individual resource sections (Sections 3.1 through 3.9) of the 
final EIS have been revised to address the potential impacts of an incident 
at the FSRU that results in a release of LNG.   

SE3-9 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-149



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
 
 
SE3-10 As with all energy projects, some risk is associated with both construction 

and operation.  However, FERC and the Coast Guard have determined that 
the risks are manageable, as reported in Section 3.10 of the final EIS, with 
implementation of our recommended mitigation measures.  The Coast 
Guard has determined that the risks associated with operation of the FSRU 
and LNG carriers would be manageable with incorporation of mitigation 
measures recommended by the Coast Guard.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-150



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Project-specific risks, including the threat of terrorist attack, were 
considered in the WSR development process and summarized in Section 5 
of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS).  .  The Coast Guard found that 
operation of the Project would be manageable with implementation of the 
Coast Guard’s recommended Project-specific mitigation measures within 
the Project Waterway.     

SE3-11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-151



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-152



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-153



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-154



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-155



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-12 The assessments conducted were comprehensive and thorough, and the EIS 

was prepared in conformance with the requirements of NEPA.    
 

Section 3.10.8 of the final EIS addresses the threat of terrorism.  The 
Project-specific risks, including the threat to terrorist attack, were 
considered in the WSR development process and summarized in Section 5 
of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS).  The Coast Guard found that the 
Project Waterway could be made suitable for LNG carrier traffic with 
implementation of its recommended Project-specific mitigation measures 
within the Project Waterway.  The potential impacts to the ecosystem of 
Long Island Sound are discussed throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS. 

SE3-13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-14 The basis of the comment that the cumulative impacts and alternatives 

analyses are inadequate is unclear.  Each section provides the assessments 
specific to the proposed Project, following the requirements of NEPA and 
the guidance of CEQ.  We determined that the environmental impacts of 
the alternatives considered would be greater than those of the proposed 
Project.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-156



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
 
 
 
SE3-15 The size of an LNG carrier does affect the specifics of vessel design and 

the design process; however, regulations, industry standards, and 
classification society rules govern the design and construction of LNG 
carriers, irrespective of size.  The size of an LNG carrier also affects, to 
some degree, navigation and marine transportation.  The Coast Guard 
considered all of these factors in the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) 
and found that the use of larger carriers would be manageable in the Project 
Waterway with implementation of Project-specific mitigation measures.  
FERC also considered the carrier size and basic design in the assessments 
throughout the EIS.  Additionally, construction of the “next generation” of 
LNG carriers is being driven by industry needs; the carriers are not being 
specifically built for the proposed FSRU. 

The comment includes a suggestion that LNG carriers would be “anchored” 
in Long Island Sound.  Carriers would transit from the pilot station to the 
FSRU, berth at the FSRU to unload LNG, then transit back to the pilot 
station and travel to international ports to obtain additional LNG.  The 
LNG carriers would not normally anchor within Long Island Sound; 
anchorage would occur only under extremely unusual situations where 
returning to the sea was not navigationally feasible. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-16 LNG regasification using equipment on a marine vessel now has precedent 

in the Gulf of Mexico, where specialized LNG carriers with on-board 
vaporizers similar to those proposed for the Broadwater FSRU are 
operating.  In addition, two similar offshore regasification facilities have 
been approved by the Coast Guard, FERC, and the State of Massachusetts 
for an area offshore of Gloucester, Massachusetts.  Other offshore LNG 
transfer and/or regasification facilities are in the federal review process 
offshore of Florida and California, and in the Gulf of Mexico.  As with the 
Broadwater Project, the storage, vaporization, and associated equipment 
and processes are similar to those used for onshore facilities and are not 
considered new technology.  

As noted above, the Coast Guard considered the size and design of the 
LNG carriers proposed for use by Broadwater and the size and design of 
the FSRU in its safety assessments as reported in the WSR (Appendix C of 
the final EIS).  The Coast Guard found that the use of current and the 
proposed next generation of LNG carriers would be manageable in the 
Project Waterway with implementation of Project-specific mitigation 
measures. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-157



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
 
 

FERC and the Coast Guard evaluated in detail the technologies proposed 
for the Broadwater Project.  While the combination of technologies 
proposed for the Broadwater FSRU have not been previously built or 
operated, the separate LNG receiving, storage, regasification, and sendout 
technologies are proven.  As stated in Section 2.3.1.1 of the final EIS, 
federal regulations, industry standards, and classification society rules 
would govern the safe design, construction, and operation of the FSRU.  In 
addition, 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.”    

SE3-19 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

These LNG-related incidents are described in Section 3.10 of the final EIS.  
We consider these incidents inappropriate for comparison to the proposed 
Broadwater Project because the incidents listed in the comment either were 
not related to LNG or led to significant design changes that are now in 
force to avoid the recurrence of such accidents, as described below.   

The 1944 Cleveland incident was due to an LNG storage tank failure.  The 
tank had been manufactured with metal that was unsuitable for cryogenic 
conditions due to shortages of the appropriate metals during wartime.  The 
consequences of the incident were magnified by a lack of secondary 
containment and proximity to developed areas.  The root cause and the 
compounding factors have been eliminated by several changes in design 
standards. 

The 1973 Texas Eastern incident did not involve LNG or natural gas.  It 
was classified as a construction accident and was not related to LNG 
operations. 

The 1979 incident in Maryland involved leakage of LNG into an electrical 
conduit that led to an electrical room.  The vaporized LNG exploded in the 
electrical room when ignited by a spark.  The incident investigation 
resulted in revisions to design requirements for LNG facilities to prevent 
such an incident from recurring. 

The Algeria incident in 2004 was at an LNG manufacturing facility.  
Manufacture of LNG involves different processes and equipment than LNG 
regasification.  Nevertheless, FERC staff were involved in the investigation 
of the Algeria incident to ensure that the appropriate precautionary 
measures or changes in design requirements can be included in new and 
existing LNG facilities. 

SE3-17 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-158



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

SE3-17 (Continued) 

In addition, the safety of the facilities on the Broadwater FSRU related to 
LNG and natural gas was evaluated by FERC engineers during a detailed 
cryogenic review.  This evaluation would continue during the detailed 
design stage; if the final design does not meet FERC requirements, the 
Project would not be authorized to operate.  Finally, if the Project is 
authorized to operate, FERC engineers would conduct annual on-site 
inspections of the LNG and the natural gas facilities of the FSRU.  If 
unacceptable conditions are encountered, FERC would order Broadwater to 
discontinue operation until the deficiencies were corrected.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-18 Although no type of marine transport can be completely safe, no 

catastrophic incidents have been associated with LNG carriers.  Throughout 
the history of LNG transport by marine carriers, there has never been a loss 
of LNG cargo as a result of accidental incidents.  LNG leaks have resulted 
in fracture of deck plates, valve failures have occurred, a death occurred 
due to an onboard release of LNG from a valve, and some of the affected 
vessels needed to undergo repairs.  LNG carrier incidents are identified in 
Section 3.10.4.1 of the final EIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-159



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
 
 
 
SE3-20 As is true for marine projects in general, NMFS has the most appropriate 

technical expertise and regulatory responsibility for determining 
appropriate mitigation measures to minimize potential impacts of pile-
driving on marine resources, including marine mammals.  To date, NMFS 
has not defined the appropriate noise thresholds or appropriate mitigation 
measures.  Therefore, Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS recommends that 
Broadwater coordinate with NMFS to minimize impacts to marine 
resources from pile-driving.  In addition, this section has been updated to 
include more discussion regarding potential impacts to marine resources 
from noise associated with pile-driving.     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-21 Sections 2.1.2 and 2.3.1.3 of the final EIS discuss the YMS design and 

installation methods.  Section 3.0 of the final EIS discusses the potential 
impacts of that design and installation.    

 
 
 
SE3-22 It is not appropriate to compare the fixed oil and gas platforms in the Gulf 

of Mexico or elsewhere with the YMS.  MMS estimates that 3,050 
platforms were in the direct path of either Hurricane Katrina or Hurricane 
Rita.  After Katrina, which was a Category 5 storm upon entering the Outer 
Continental Shelf, it was determined that 47 platforms were destroyed and 
20 suffered extensive damage.  However, only six of the stationary rigs 
broke free from moorings and were set adrift.  Hurricane Rita set 13 mobile 
offshore drilling units adrift.  The oil and gas platforms are of a 
substantially different design, and some present substantially larger areas 
for the forces of a hurricane to affect.  More importantly, as stated in 
Section 4.3.5 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) and in 
Sections 3.7.1.4 and 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS, the YMS would be designed 
to withstand forces equivalent to those of a Category 5 hurricane, and the 
FSRU would weathervane in response to wind, current, and tidal 
conditions.  Thus, weathervaning would reduce the pressure on the FSRU-
YMS connection during a storm.  During the past 150 years, seven 
hurricanes have passed through Long Island Sound, with the largest 
considered a Category 3 hurricane.  In addition, all design reviews of the 
facility would be conducted by an independent certifying entity (as 
addressed in Section 4.6.2 of the WSR and in Section 3.10.2.1 of the final 
EIS), as well as by FERC and the Coast Guard.     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-160



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
SE3-23 The response to comment SE3-22 addresses portions of this comment.  In 

addition, if the FSRU were to break loose during a storm, it would be 
unlikely to affect shipping because little or no commercial shipping would 
occur during a major storm.  Finally, our recommendation in Section 
3.10.2.3 of the final EIS includes incorporation of the MMS review of the 
design and construction standards referred to by the commentor.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-24 Please see our responses to comment SE3-22 and SE3-23.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-25 We disagree with the Attorney General’s comment that the Project has not 

been properly evaluated under NEPA.  Our environmental review included 
assessments of potential impacts of construction and of both normal and 
abnormal operation of the proposed Project.  We evaluated the potential for 
impacts based on the proposed design of key elements of the Project, 
including the footprints of the proposed facilities, proposed operation of the 
Project, accidental releases, and all other relevant aspects of the Project.  
NEPA does not require that detailed designs be used for an environmental 
review.  For example, we addressed the environmental impacts of 
installation of the YMS in the EIS; if final geotechnical studies slightly 
alter the depth of the piles for the YMS legs, the impact evaluation would 
not be altered.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-161



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
SE3-25 (Continued) 

If the Project is authorized to proceed to operation by FERC, that 
authorization would be based on the detailed design information required 
for the continuing evaluation of safety and security.  This would include a 
detailed review of the final design of the YMS and the associated 
engineering studies.  Section 4.3.5 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final 
EIS) addresses the possibility and the risk of the FSRU breaking away from 
the YMS.  Section 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS addresses the potential hazards 
associated with failure of the YMS and includes recommendations that 
would require Broadwater to provide FERC with additional design 
information, to comply with specific design requirements, and to meet 
other high standards for design and construction of the YMS.   

In addition, Broadwater would be required to prepare an Emergency 
Response Plan as described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS.  That plan 
would address emergencies and appropriate responses for a variety of 
situations, including the FSRU breaking away from the YMS.  Broadwater 
would not be authorized to initiate construction until FERC approves the 
plan.    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-26 Arguments regarding FERC rules for protection of Critical Energy 

Infrastructure Information (CEII) are beyond the scope of a NEPA EIS.  
However, it is important to note that FERC has authorized Broadwater to 
release most CEII information to individuals who are willing to sign a 
confidentiality agreement.     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-162



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
SE3-27 Although the comment refers to the potential extent of a vapor cloud (as 

presented in Section 4.3.1 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final EIS]), it 
fails to include reference to the text immediately following: “Risk factors 
that could contribute to a collision as well as mitigation measures that are 
currently in place to manage this risk are discussed in Section 4.4.  
Potential strategies for managing risks associated with collisions involving 
LNG carriers are discussed in Section 4.6.1.  The process for developing a 
plan to manage potential consequences, including the use of escort tugs, is 
addressed in Section 6.” 

In addition, FERC considers the possibility of a vapor cloud extending in 
excess of 4 miles to be extremely remote since a cloud of that magnitude 
would require a major release of LNG; a major release of LNG would 
require either an explosion or a major collision, both of which would also 
introduce an ignition source that would result in a fire and preclude the 
formation of a vapor cloud. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-28 The modeling approach used by FERC and the Coast Guard during Project 

review included the best available methods and in areas of uncertainty, 
used conservative assumptions.  Also, the GAO Report presented a survey 
of experts where 11 of the 15 experts agreed that the current methods for 
estimating LNG fire heat hazard distances are “about right” or “too 
conservative.    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-29 Please see our response to comment SE3-28.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-163



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-164



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
It is simply untrue to suggest that we have abandoned our responsibilities.  
We recognize the importance of preparedness for emergency situations and 
as addressed below, Broadwater would be required to prepare an 
Emergency Response Plan prior to being authorized to initiate construction. 

As stated in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS and in Section 6.2 of the WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS), Broadwater would be required to develop an 
Emergency Response Plan in consultation with the appropriate federal, 
state and local agencies.  This plan would need to be approved by FERC 
before Broadwater could receive approval to begin construction of the 
facility. 

If Broadwater receives initial authorization from FERC, it would be 
required to provide additional detailed design information and other safety 
and security information.  After the information is filed with FERC, there 
would be several reviews and approval points after the initial authorization, 
including reviews by the Coast Guard.  If the information provided by 
Broadwater is not sufficient or if FERC or the Coast Guard have additional 
concerns about safety or security, the required additional authorizations to 
proceed would not be issued.  As a result, prior to construction and 
operation, all safety and security concerns would be addressed by FERC 
and the Coast Guard.  Implementation of the recommendations in the WSR 
and EIS would ensure that sufficient public safety precautions would be 
incorporated into the Project. 

SE3-30 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-31 Please see our response to comment SE3-30.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-165



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
SE3-32 As noted in response to comment SE3-30, Broadwater would prepare an 

Emergency Response Plan and FERC must approve the plan prior to final 
approval to begin construction.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-33 As noted in response to comment SE3-5, Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS 

has been updated to address the potential anchor strikes.  The proposed 
pipeline would be designed to meet all applicable codes and standards 
(DOT in 49 CFR 192).   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-166



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
The incident cited in the comment, the Tiger Pass Louisiana Gas pipeline 
rupture that occurred during a dredging operation on October 23, 1996, 
involved a gas pipeline with a top of pipe elevation that was about 22 feet 
below the surface of the water.  The incident primarily occurred because 
the crew of the vessel believed that the pipeline was farther away from the 
location where they lowered their dredging equipment.  As proposed and as 
described in the EIS, the pipeline from the FSRU to the IGTS pipeline 
would be marked on navigation charts and would be located in waters 
generally 90 feet deep or greater, except at the Stratford Shoal crossing 
where water depth is reduced to approximately 60 feet.  The proposed 
pipeline does not cross any areas where dredging is required to maintain 
waterway depth, and it is not likely that this portion of the Sound would be 
used more than occasionally for anchoring, if at all.   

The Tiger Pass incident report also included a recommendation for 
enhanced instrumentation on the pipeline that was hit.  Enhanced 
instrumentation would have allowed earlier incident detection and response 
by the affected pipeline company. 

Section 3.10.9.3 of the EIS has been updated to provide additional 
information describing the enhanced instrumentation that would be 
included in the proposed pipeline.  The revision indicates the following:  
(1) the pipeline would be continuously monitored by both the FSRU and 
IGTS control centers; (2) the existing integrated system of remotely 
controlled, onshore mainline block valves at each side of the IGTS pipeline 
crossing of Long Island Sound, together with the Broadwater subsea safety 
valve, would allow both pipeline systems to be quickly shut down in an 
emergency and gas flow would be halted; and (3) gas released from a 
pipeline breach would bubble to the surface and dissipate into the 
atmosphere.  

In Resource Report 11, Broadwater committed to designing the pipeline in 
compliance with all applicable codes and standards, which are presented in 
Section 11.5.4 of Resource Report 11.  The pipeline would be coated with 
approximately 3 inches of concrete coating for buoyancy control, which 
also provides protection against anchor strikes.  In addition, in 
supplemental comments filed on February 26, 2007, Broadwater committed 
to undertake a fracture control analysis that takes into consideration 
pipeline operating conditions to specify pipe fracture toughness 
requirements; this would ensure that the pipeline would adequately resist 
fractures.   

Section 3.10.9 of the final EIS addresses the reliability and safety of natural 
gas pipelines. 

SE3-34 
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SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

SE3-35 NMFS has the regulatory responsibility for developing appropriate EFH 
recommendations for the proposed Project, and the draft EFH assessment 
was developed to assist NMFS fulfill its obligation.  The final EIS includes 
an updated EFH assessment (Appendix J) that includes the EFH 
information provided by NMFS to date.   
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SE3-36 Please see our response to comment SE3-25.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-37 Please see our response to comment SE3-20.   

Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to more fully describe 
potential noise levels and mitigation measures to limit potential impacts of 
pile-driving.  In addition, it includes the most current information on noise 
thresholds and appropriate mitigation measures provided by NMFS, the 
federal agency with the technical expertise and regulatory responsibility to 
protect marine mammals.   
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SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
 
 
 
 

Section 3.10.5 of the draft EIS addressed the potential environmental 
impacts along the LNG carrier route due to a release of LNG from an LNG 
carrier, whether due to a collision, terrorist action, or other type of incident.  
In the final EIS we have provided additional information within each 
resource section of Section 3.0 on potential impacts associated with the 
transit of LNG carriers.   

SE3-38 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 3.10.5 of the draft EIS addressed the potential impacts to natural 
resources and the ecosystem along the LNG carrier route due to a release of 
LNG from an LNG carrier accident.  In the final EIS, we provide additional 
information within each resource section of Section 3.0 on potential 
impacts associated with the transit of LNG carriers.  Our assessment did 
not determine that there would be “massive natural resource damage.” 

SE3-39 
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SE3-40 The risk of vessel collision was evaluated in the WSR (Appendix C of the 

final EIS).  As noted in the preceding response, Section 3.10.5 of the draft 
EIS addressed the potential impacts to natural resources and the ecosystem 
along the LNG carrier route due to a release of LNG from an LNG carrier 
accident – whether due to a collision, terrorist action, or other type of 
incident.  In the final EIS we have provided additional information within 
each resource section of Section 3.0 on potential impacts associated with 
the transit of LNG carriers.    
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SE3-41 Please see our response to comment SE3-40.
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-42 Neither the cited website nor any other reference has been located to 

support the commentor’s assertion that the Eastern Border fault has been 
confirmed to extend across Long Island to the south.  Section 3.1.1.3 of the 
final EIS discusses what is technically known about this feature and 
seismic activity in the Long Island Sound area.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-43 As discussed in Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS, some areas where linear 

projects have been installed in Long Island Sound have recovered and 
others have not.  Recovery rates, in general, have been lowest for nearshore 
and hard substrates.  Higher recovery rates are expected in soft substrates, 
which comprise the vast majority of the 21.7-mile proposed route.  Section 
3.1.2.2 of the final EIS also includes a recommendation that backfilling and 
post-construction monitoring be conducted in coordination with the 
appropriate federal and state agencies that are most familiar with the actual 
results of these studies, in order to maximize success.   
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SE3-44 Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS describes successful post-construction 

recovery of pipeline trenches in Long Island Sound.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-45 As described in Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS, some portions of linear 

trenches have successfully recovered in Long Island Sound, and others 
have had problems.  We know of no instance where the results of a linear 
project in Long Island Sound support the premise that the benthic habitat 
never recovers, including the IGTS pipeline, the Eastchester pipeline, and 
the Cross Sound Cable.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-176



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
 
SE3-46 Please see our responses to comments SE3-5 and SE3-33.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-47 Section 3.10.9 of the final EIS discusses pipeline safety.  Based on the 

buoyancy of natural gas, the gas bubbles would rise immediately to the 
surface and dissipate, and any impact to marine resources would be 
negligible.    

 
 
 
 
SE3-48 The Coast Guard conducted a lengthy evaluation of risks associated with 

the proposed Project, including the risk of terrorism, as reported in 
Section 5.2.1 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS).  In its assessment, 
the Coast Guard recognized that the FSRU could be a terrorist target but 
recommended mitigation that would manage the Project-specific risks.     
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SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
As stated in both the WSR (Section 8.4.2; Appendix C of the final EIS) and 
the final EIS (Section 3.5.2.2), if the Project is initially authorized by 
FERC, the Coast Guard would coordinate with the Transportation Safety 
Administration (TSA) and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to 
determine what, if any, flight restrictions should be put in place for the 
FSRU or the LNG carriers.  If the TSA and FAA determine that flight 
restrictions are appropriate, FERC would require that they be in place 
before operation of the Project is authorized.   

SE3-49 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-50 It is incorrect to state that the consequence of a terrorist attack could exceed 

the accident scenarios presented in the EIS.  As described in Section 
3.10.3.2 of the final EIS, the worst-case scenario presented in the EIS was 
derived from an “intentional act” resulting in a breach of the cargo tanks.   

 
 
 
 
SE3-51 Section 3.10.5 of the draft EIS addressed the potential environmental 

impacts along the LNG carrier route due to a release of LNG from an LNG 
carrier accident – whether due to a collision, terrorist action, or other type 
of incident.  In each resource section in Section 3.0 of the final EIS, we 
address the potential impacts of an LNG release.  .  The environmental 
impacts would not be “massive” but would be as stated in these sections of 
the EIS. 

NEPA requires that the lead federal agency evaluate the impacts of 
accidents, irrespective of the reason for the accident.  The EIS provides an 
evaluation of the potential environmental impacts due to the worst-case 
accidental release of LNG from both the FSRU and the LNG carriers, with 
the worst-case situation being an intentional release.  This assessment 
meets the requirements of NEPA.   
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SE3-52 The Coast Guard has not concluded that the consequences of an accident or 

other incident involving the FSRU would be especially high in terms of 
overall environmental damage or particularly damaging to aquatic 
resources.  The PAWSA report cited by the commentor was an early 
planning document designed to guide evaluations of safety, security, and 
environmental issues within Long Island Sound, along with an overlay of 
potential issues associated with the proposed Broadwater Project.  The 
PAWSA report simply identified what could occur under certain 
conditions.  However, FERC and the Coast Guard have conducted 
extensive analyses since the issuance of that report in May 2005, and the 
results of those evaluations are presented in the EIS and the WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS).  

As noted above, Section 3.10.5 of the draft EIS addressed the potential 
environmental impacts along the LNG carrier route due to an accidental 
release of LNG from an LNG carrier accident – whether due to a collision, 
terrorist action, or other type of incident.  In the final EIS, we have 
expanded this discussion to address the potential impacts of an accidental 
release from the FSRU and also have addressed this issue in the individual 
resource sections in Section 3.0.  The basic information presented in these 
sections regarding potential environmental impacts from the accidental 
release of LNG from an LNG carrier is applicable to an accidental release 
from the FSRU.  We know of no technical basis to conclude that the 
accidental release of LNG from the FSRU would result in high 
environmental damage or particular damage to aquatic resources.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Elected Officials Comments N-180



SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-53 This conclusion is incorrect.  The Islander East final EIS does not conclude 

that pipeline installation would result in significant or permanent impacts to 
the seafloor.  Both the Islander East and Broadwater EISs conclude that 
seafloor impacts would be minor and largely short term.  Section 3.11.1.1 
of the Broadwater final EIS explicitly considers the seafloor impacts 
associated with installing both the Islander East and Broadwater pipelines 
(that is, 44 miles of pipeline in Long Island Sound).  Our assessment 
concluded that there is no technical basis to consider the cumulative 
seafloor impacts of both projects to be significant because seafloor impacts 
would be limited almost entirely to construction and construction of the 
two projects would not overlap in time or space.  Longer term impacts to 
the seafloor associated with construction would be highly localized, and 
any cumulative impacts would be negligible.    
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SE3-54 Section 3.11 of the final EIS provides the cumulative analysis based on a 

technically and legally sound definition of the “reasonably foreseeable” 
projects as required under NEPA.  As part of our assessment, we 
considered all major projects that have been publicly identified that could 
affect the offshore environments of Long Island Sound and that have been 
sufficiently developed to allow at least a rough quantification of the 
potential impacts.   
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SE3-55 Section 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS includes a recommendation for the design 

and construction of the YMS to include MMS review of design standards 
developed following Hurricane Katrina.  Potential impacts to EFH are 
described in Section 3.3.3.1 and Appendix J of the final EIS.  Potential 
impacts of a carrier accident, including in the Race, are described 
throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS, and especially in Sections 3.5.5.2, 
3.7.1.4, and 3.10.4.  As described in detail in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final 
EIS, minimal Project-related temperature impacts would be associated with 
water discharges or proposed pipeline operations.  As described throughout 
Section 3.11 of the final EIS, there would be no significant cumulative 
impact of the proposed Broadwater Project when considered in conjunction 
with all other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the 
Project area. 
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SE3-56 The final EIS provides a cumulative analysis (Section 3.11) and a summary 

of the project purpose and need (Section 1.0), in compliance with NEPA.    
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SE3-57 Please see our response to comment SE3-8.  
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SE3-58 Section 4.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to provide additional 

discussion of energy conservation, renewable energy, and other measures 
that could, in concert, theoretically offset the need for the Broadwater 
Project.  These projects include a wide variety of tidal energy, wind energy, 
and other natural gas pipeline and LNG projects.  Although current public 
sentiment supports conservation and green energy, current market behavior 
does not support the assertion that conservation and renewable energy 
sources are viewed by most consumers as providing significant advantages 
over natural gas.  The alternatives analysis for conservation, renewable 
energy, and other LNG terminals and natural gas pipelines concludes that – 
while some projects could slightly reduce the need for natural gas, 
replacing the volume provided by the proposed Broadwater Project would 
increase environmental impacts because of infrastructure improvements 
that would be required. 
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SE3-59 Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to provide additional 

analyses of LNG terminal system alternatives, including the most recent 
information on proposed and approved LNG terminal projects in the 
northeastern United States and Canada, and the infrastructure that would be 
required to transport natural gas from the terminals to the target market for 
the Broadwater Project. 
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SE3-60 Section 4.3.1.2 of the final EIS has been updated to provide additional 

analyses of various pipeline system alternatives, including Northeast – 07 
and Dominion.  Broadwater would provide approximately 0.5 bcfd to the 
New York City area.  If both the MarketAccess and Ramapo components 
of the Northeast - 07 Project were constructed, they could supply 
approximately 0.4 bcfd of new natural gas to the New York City area.  
Further details on environmental impacts associated with servicing the 
Broadwater target markets with these other projects are provided in Section 
4.3.1.2 of the final EIS.   
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SE3-61 Please see our responses to comments SE3-59 and SE3-60.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-62 Section 4.4.1.1 of the final EIS discusses the use of the former Shoreham 

Nuclear Power facility as an alternative (onshore) location for the proposed 
Broadwater LNG Project.  As presented in the final EIS, the Shoreham 
alternative would require extensive pipeline construction and might require 
dredging in sensitive nearshore environments to accommodate deep-draft 
LNG carriers.  Further, because an LNG facility at Shoreham would be 
closer to populated areas, noise and air emissions associated with operation 
of the facility could affect substantially more people than an LNG facility 
built at Broadwater’s proposed location.  For these reasons, we did not 
consider the Shoreham LNG site alternative to be environmentally 
preferable to the site proposed by Broadwater.     
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SE3-63 Please see our responses to comments SE3-59 and SE3-60.
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SE3-64 Please see our response to comment SE3-58.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE3-65 The final EIS has been completed in accordance with NEPA requirements.  
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SE3-66 Please see our response to comment SE3-65.  
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SE3 – Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 
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