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Neither FERC nor the Coast Guard would allow operation of the Project 
until the appropriate security measures are in place.  If the Project is 
initially approved, Broadwater would work with the appropriate federal, 
state, and local agencies to develop the most appropriate security plan for 
the Project, and take the appropriate steps to provide the necessary level of 
Coast Guard resources.  If the needed resources are not available and 
properly funded, operation of the Project would not be approved.    

The Coast Guard must accomplish the tasks that, by law, only it is 
authorized to conduct; but the Coast Guard may share other law 
enforcement responsibilities with state or local law enforcement agencies.  
As stated in Section 5.2.2.2 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), “46 
U.S.C. § 70119 provides for state and local law enforcement agencies to 
enforce safety and security zones established by the Coast Guard.”  The 
Coast Guard is currently working with the states of New York and 
Connecticut to establish Memoranda of Agreement for this purpose.  
Enforcement of the safety and security zones cannot be delegated to private 
security forces.  Private security forces could provide notification to vessels 
approaching the safety and security zone around the FSRU but cannot act 
as law enforcement representatives.  Broadwater would provide funding for 
state or local law enforcement agencies for their involvement in the 
Emergency Response Plan, including enforcing the safety and security zone 
as described in Section 6.2.3.2 of the WSR. 

As stated in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the 
Coast Guard has made the preliminary determination that the risks 
associated with operation of the FSRU and LNG carriers would be 
manageable with implementation of its recommended mitigation measures.  
Section 3.10.4 of the final EIS also addresses LNG carrier safety and risks, 
and Section 3.7.1.4 addresses potential impacts of the Project on marine 
transportation. 
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SE4-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The commentor has correctly noted that the Coast Guard presently does not 
have the resources required to implement the mitigation measures 
recommended in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS).  
However, the Coast Guard would prepare a proposal for obtaining 
additional personnel and equipment to implement the recommendations, as 
described in Section 8.4.2 of the WSR.  If the Project receives initial 
authorization to proceed, Broadwater would work with the appropriate 
federal, state, and local agencies to develop a safety and security plan for 
the Project.  If the needed resources are not available and properly funded, 
construction and operation of the Project would not be approved. 
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SE5-1 As stated in Section 8.4.2 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) and in 

Section 3.5.2.2 of the final EIS, if the Project is authorized by FERC, the 
Coast Guard would coordinate with the Transportation Safety 
Administration and Federal Aviation Administration to determine what, if 
any, flight restrictions should be put in place for the FSRU or the LNG 
carriers. 
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SE5-2 Please refer to our response to comment SE5-1.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE5-3 As is typical for large energy projects, preparation of an EIS is intended to 

publicly describe the proposed project as it relates to potential 
environmental impacts.  As specified in Section 5.1 of the final EIS, we 
have identified many additional mitigation measures and other procedures 
that Broadwater must adhere to in design and implementation of the 
Project.  Throughout the design, construction, and operational phase, there 
would be ongoing coordination, oversight, design review, and approval 
requirements for federal, state, and local agencies to ensure that the 
proposed Project is developed and implemented in accordance with all 
laws, regulations, and permitting requirements.  This includes development 
and review of critical documents such as an Emergency Response Plan (as 
described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS), an SPCC plan (as described in 
Section 3.2.2.1 of the final EIS), a Facility Security Plan (as outlined in 33 
CFR 101-105), and an operations plan.  These plans must be reviewed and 
approved prior to FERC authorizing operation to proceed.  If FERC or the 
Coast Guard has concerns about the safety, security, or environmental 
impacts of the Project at any point in the continuing review process, FERC 
would not authorize further development of the Project until the 
deficiencies are corrected. 
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SE5-4 Neither FERC nor the Coast Guard would allow operation of the Project 

until the appropriate safety and security measures are in place.  If the 
needed resources are not available and properly funded, construction and 
operation of the Project would not be approved.  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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE5-5 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.  If the plan is not sufficient or if either FERC or the 
Coast Guard has additional concerns about safety or security, Broadwater 
would not be authorized to initiate construction.  As a result, prior to 
construction, all aspects of the emergency response needs would be 
addressed by FERC. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE5-6 As described in Section 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS, the YMS would be 

designed to withstand the forces equivalent to those of a Category 5 
hurricane.  The YMS design would be reviewed by FERC, the Coast 
Guard, and an independent certifying entity.   
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SE5-7 Section 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS and Sections 4.3.5 and 4.6.2.1 of the WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS) address the possibility and the risk of the 
FSRU breaking away from the YMS.  In addition, as described in Section 
3.10.6 of the final EIS Broadwater would be required to prepare an 
Emergency Response Plan.  The plan would address a wide spectrum of 
emergency situations and appropriate responses, including the FSRU 
breaking away from the YMS.  The Emergency Response Plan would need 
to be approved by FERC before Broadwater could receive approval to 
begin construction.  

As described in Section 4.3.5 of the WSR, if the FSRU did disconnect from 
the YMS in a hurricane or other major storm, there would be no effect on 
marine transportation since there would be little or no marine transits 
during conditions severe enough to result in the breakaway. 
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SE5-8 As described in our responses to comments SE3-5 and SE3-33, 

Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to address this concern.    
 
SE5-9 As discussed in response to comment FA4-4, potential impacts to benthic 

habitat are described in Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS.  This section also 
discusses post-construction monitoring results for previous linear projects 
in Long Island Sound.  Several post-construction monitoring reports show 
areas that successfully recovered from installation.  In addition, FERC has 
included a recommendation that Broadwater file plans describing methods 
to mechanically backfill the trench (Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS).  The 
plan must incorporate interagency coordination to identify the appropriate 
methods for backfilling and detailed post-construction monitoring criteria 
to assess success.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE5-10 Appendix J of the final EIS contains the EFH assessment.  Section 6.0 of 

the EFH assessment discusses Project-specific impacts to EFH and EFH-
managed species.    

 
 
SE5-11 Sections 1.0 and 4.0 of the EIS discuss the energy needs for the region, 

focusing on Connecticut, Long Island, and New York City.  They also 
address whether conservation, renewable energy projects (tidal and wind 
projects), and other natural gas pipelines and LNG terminals could satisfy 
those needs.  As discussed in the alternatives analysis, these alternatives 
would not be able to satisfy projected energy needs (singly or in concert) 
with less environmental impact than the proposed Broadwater Project. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
SE5-12 Please see our response to comment SE5-11.
 
SE5-13 The individual resource sections of Section 3.0 in the final EIS have been 

revised to include information on potential impacts due to accidental or 
intentional releases of LNG.    
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The Coast Guard conducted a detailed and extensive assessment of the 
risks associated with the proposed Project.  As stated in Section 8.4 of the 
WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the Coast Guard’s preliminary 
determination is that the risks of operation of the FSRU and the LNG 
carriers are manageable with implementation of its recommended 
mitigation measures.  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.   

Thank you for your comments.  We believe that the conclusions in the draft 
EIS are supported.  Both the draft EIS and final EIS apply the legal 
procedures required by NEPA.   

Please see our response to comment SE5-11.  

 
 
 
SE5-14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE5-15 
 
 
 
 
 
SE5-16 
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SE6-1 As discussed in response to comment SA2-8, no impacts to water 
temperature would be associated with operation of the FSRU or the subsea 
pipeline.  As discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, modeling results 
for the proposed pipeline covered with 3 feet of sediment indicate that 
thermal impacts to water and surficial sediments surrounding the pipeline 
would be negligible.  There could be minor, highly localized impacts to 
temperatures associated with the riser (within 4 feet of the 140-foot pipe) 
and the LNG carrier discharges.  As described in Sections 3.2.3 and 3.3.1 
of the final EIS, these minimal impacts would not be expected to influence 
conditions related to hypoxia or lobster die-off.  Both the volume and the 
thermal differential associated with the discharge are overtly insignificant 
relative to both the standing volume and the daily hydrologic inputs to the 
Sound. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE6-2 Potential impacts to benthic habitat are described in Section 3.3.1.2 of the 

final EIS.  This section also discusses post-construction monitoring results 
for previous pipeline projects.  Several post-construction monitoring 
reports indicate areas that have successfully recovered from pipeline 
installation.  In addition, FERC has included a recommendation that 
Broadwater file plans describing methods to mechanically backfill the 
trench (see Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS).  The plan must incorporate 
interagency coordination to identify the appropriate methods for backfilling 
and detailed post-construction monitoring criteria to assess its success.  The 
final EIS discusses entrainment and impingement impacts in 
Section 3.3.2.2, including measures to minimize potential impacts of water 
intakes. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE6-3 Cumulative impacts to Long Island Sound are described in Section 3.11 of 

the final EIS.  
 
SE6-4 As discussed in responses to comment FA1-2 and FA1-6, potential impacts 

to avian resources and humans regarding proposed lighting are discussed in 
Sections 3.3.5 and 3.5.6 of the final EIS.  

 
SE6-5 Potential impacts to air quality are discussed in Section 3.9.1.2 of the final 

EIS, including measures to minimize the potential impacts of Project-
related emissions.

 
 
SE6-6 We met with the Task Force and the identified scientists to better 

understand the comments they provided.  Some of the comments may be 
credited to a misunderstanding regarding the target audience for a NEPA 
document versus the target audience for a scientific paper.   
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SE6-6 (Continued) 
 
Specific responses to the technical comments made by the experts that 
testified to the Connecticut LNG Task Force are provided in Table 2.2-5 
(Appendix N in this final EIS).  The issues identified by the experts are 
addressed in the final EIS, particularly in Sections 3.1 and 3.3.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
SE6-7 The WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) presents the results of a detailed 

analysis of the current uses of Long Island Sound, including uses of the 
Race, and the effects of the proposed use by the Broadwater Project.  
Because LNG carriers and the proposed moving safety and security zones 
around the carriers would pass through the Race in about 25 to 35 minutes 
up to six times per week, FERC and the Coast Guard cannot conclude that 
these transits would “prohibit public use.”  As noted in Section 3.7.1.4 of 
the final EIS and in Section 4.6.1.4 of the WSR, some vessels using the 
Race may experience temporary delays; other vessels may not be affected 
at all because there would be room alongside the proposed moving safety 
and security zones of the carriers, and because alternative routes would be 
available for many vessels.  These temporary delays would occur no more 
than once per day and therefore would not result in a permanent disruption 
of the Race, although they would occur periodically for the life of the 
Project. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE6-8 The proposed location of the FSRU would avoid areas of common 

recreational use, ferry routes, and primary commercial vessel routes.  
Sections 2 and 3 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) and 
Section 3.7.1.3 of the final EIS present the results of a detailed analysis of 
the current uses of Long Island Sound.  Section 4 of the WSR and Section 
3.7.1.4 of the final EIS provide assessments of the effects of the proposed 
use of the Project Waterway by the Broadwater Project.  As described in 
those sections, the proposed fixed safety and security zone would result in a 
minor effect on commercial and recreational vessel traffic. 

The Coast Guard made the preliminary determination that, with the 
implementation of mitigation measures it has proposed, operation of the 
Project in Long Island Sound would be manageable; and 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 describe 
FERC’s approach to this issue. 
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SE6-9 Neither FERC nor the Coast Guard would allow operation of the Project 
until the appropriate safety and security measures were in place.  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).  In addition, Broadwater would need to prepare an 
Emergency Response Plan as described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS; 
this plan would include a Cost-Sharing Plan that would address the funding 
concerns of the state and local agencies.  FERC would need to approve the 
Emergency Response Plan before authorizing initiation of construction, and 
final operation of the facility would not be authorized until the Facility 
Security and Facility Response Plans were approved.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SE6-10 We are not aware of studies that conclude that only a 30-year supply of 

LNG is available throughout the world.  As noted in Section 2.7 of the final 
EIS, Broadwater anticipates that the facilities would have a minimum 
useful life of 30 years, although the FSRU and pipeline could be 
maintained and operated for 50 years or more. 

 
 
 
 
SE6-11 Please see our response to comment SE6-2.
 
SE6-12 Please see our response to comment LA11-2.
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SE7-1 As discussed in Section 4.0, the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of 

alternatives to the proposed Broadwater Project and concludes that these 
alternative projects could not satisfy projected natural gas and other energy 
demands of the New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut markets) 
without greater environmental impact.  These alternatives include energy 
conservation; renewable energy sources, including wind and tidal power; 
and other existing and proposed LNG terminal and pipeline projects.  
Section 3.6 of the final EIS notes that LIPA estimated a state-wide savings 
for New York of $14.8 billion between 2010 and 2020.   
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SE8-1 The Attorney General has provided comments on Broadwater’s 

supplemental comments on the draft EIS.  We do not consider it 
appropriate for us to respond to comments directed to Broadwater.  Further, 
the comments provided on the draft EIS in this letter essentially reiterate 
the comments presented in one of the Attorney General’s earlier letters and 
do not raise any new issues.  We have addressed those previous comments 
in responses to Letter SE3.   
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Section 3.3.1 of the final EIS has been revised to describe the available 
information on these organisms in Long Island Sound, including 
information provided by Dr. Auster regarding corals and sponges in the 
Stratford Shoal area.   

SE9-1 
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SE9-2 Please see our response to comment SE9-1.  
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SE9-3 The final EIS has been revised to address the public comments received on 

the draft EIS, as intended by NEPA.    
 
 
 
 
 
SE9-4 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 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.  In addition, LNG regasification using equipment on a 
marine vessel now has precedent in the Gulf of Mexico, where specialized 
LNG carriers with onboard vaporizers similar to those proposed for the 
Broadwater FSRU are operating, and two similar projects have also been 
approved by the Coast Guard (Neptune and Northeast Gateway Projects).   
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SE9-5 The GAO Report (GAO 2007) indicates that the primary hazard to the 

public would be heat from a fire.  Eleven of the 15 responding experts 
described current methods for estimating LNG fire heat hazard distances as 
“about right” or too conservative.  The sizes of the proposed fixed safety 
and security zone around the FSRU and the proposed moving safety and 
security zone around each LNG carrier were calculated to protect users of 
the Sound from the potential effects of an LNG fire.  The expert consensus 
in the GAO Report supports the methods used to determine the proposed 
safety and security zones for the Broadwater facilities.  The GAO Report 
also indicates that waves can inhibit spread of an LNG pool, which would 
limit the size of an associated pool fire.  Although the GAO Report 
suggested that further study of the consequences of a large release of LNG 
to water should be conducted, it endorsed the use of current modeling 
methods.   

Firefighting needs would be identified during development of the 
Emergency Response Plan, 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.   

Section 3.10.1 of the final EIS describes the characteristics of LNG; as 
stated in that section, LNG is not explosive.  In addition, the GAO Report 
notes a consensus among the experts surveyed that an explosion would be 
unlikely after an LNG spill in unconfined areas (such as on water). 

The GAO expert panel agreed that cascading failure is an area with a need 
for future research.  Regardless of the specific mechanics, likelihood, and 
number of tanks involved in cascading failures, the GAO panel of experts 
agreed (12 of 16 responders) that the consequences of cascading LNG tank 
failures would increase the estimated hazard distances by 20 to 30 percent.  
Broadwater’s selection of an offshore location, 9 miles from the Long 
Island shoreline and 10 miles from the Connecticut shoreline, provides a 
large safety buffer in excess of any inherent uncertainty in modeling 
potential LNG spills, including cascading tank failure scenarios.   
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SE9-5 (Continued) 

The GAO expert panel did agree that cascading failure is an area with a 
need for future research (GAO 2007, page 38).  Regardless of the specific 
mechanics, likelihood, and number of tanks involved in cascading failures, 
the GAO panel of experts did agree (12 of 16 responders) that the 
consequences of cascading LNG tank failures would increase the estimated 
hazard distances by 20 to 30 percent (GAO 2007, page 37).  Broadwater’s 
selection of an offshore location, 9 miles from the Long Island shoreline 
and 11 miles from the Connecticut shoreline, provides a large safety buffer 
in excess of any inherent uncertainty in modeling potential LNG spills, 
including cascading tank failure scenarios. 
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