
2.1.4 Responses to Comments from Local Agencies and Municipalities 

 

Letter 
Number Commentor 

LA-01 Farrell Fritz for Suffolk County 

LA-02 Suffolk County Legislature 

LA-03 Suffolk County Department of Fire, Rescue & Emergency Services 

LA-04 Long Island Farm Bureau  

LA-05 New York City Energy Policy Task Force (Gil C. Quiniones) 

LA-06 Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington, and East Hampton 

LA-07 Town of Brookhaven Town Board \ 

LA-08 Town of East Hampton (Edward Michels, Chief Harbormaster) 

LA-09 Town of East Hampton (Bill Taylor, Waterways Management Supervison) 

LA-10 East Hampton Town Commercial Fisheries Advisory Committee 

LA-11 Town of Oyster Bay (Cashin Spinelli & Ferretti, LLC) 

LA-12 Town of Huntington Town Board 

LA-13 Town of Huntington 

LA-14 Town of Huntington (Harry Acker, Director of Marine Services) 

LA-15 Town of East Lyme (Donald F. Landers, Jr.) 

LA-16 Norwalk Harbor Management Commission (Anthony Mobilia) 

LA-17 Town of Brookhaven (Brian Foley) 

LA-18 East Hampton Town Board 

LA-19 Towns of Riverhead and Southold 

LA-20 Suffolk County  

LA-21 Towns of Riverhead and Southold 

LA-22 Suffolk County 

LA-23 Town of Riverhead 

LA-24 Town of Brookhaven 

LA-25 East Hampton Fisheries Committee 

 

 
N-247



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-248



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-249



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-250



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 

The commentor’s statement lacks a basis for the assessment.  As described 
throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS, the proposed Project would result 
in minor environmental impacts, including impacts on current users of the 
Sound.  In addition, as stated in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the 
final EIS), the Coast Guard made the preliminary determination that the 
risk associated with operation of the FSRU and LNG carriers would be 
manageable with implementation of its recommended mitigation measures.   

LA1-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-251



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-2 FERC has authority to authorize LNG import facilities under Section 3 of 

the NGA.  In Sections 311 and 313 of the EPAct of 2005, Congress ratified 
this authority; designated FERC as the “exclusive authority to approve or 
deny applications for the siting, expansion, or operation” of LNG terminals 
onshore or in state waters; and directed FERC to coordinate with other 
agencies and establish a schedule that ensures “expeditious completion of 
the proceeding.”   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-252



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-253



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-254



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-255



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-256



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 3.5.7.4 of the final EIS addresses the public trust issue relative to 
the proposed Broadwater Project. 

LA1-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-257



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-4 Please see our response to comment LA1-3.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-258



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
LA1-5 The quotes provided in the comment are not in the context presented in 

Section 4.6.1.6 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS).  The “vessel 
traffic routing scheme” referred to was one that was recommended by the 
Harbor Safety Working Group during the Coast Guard’s waterways 
assessment.  As stated in Section 4.6.1.6 the WSR, “Although the potential 
benefits of vessel traffic routing measures were recognized, there was also 
concern that such measures could have an undue impact on recreational 
vessel operators.”  This potential impact was stated as a concern, not as the 
result of an evaluation of potential impacts.  Further, the comment states 
that the Coast Guard “will have to impose” the vessel traffic scheme 
“around the tankers.”  Again, this is an inaccurate statement.  The Coast 
Guard did not adopt a vessel traffic routing scheme for Long Island Sound 
but determined that a safety and security zone around each LNG carrier 
would be the most effective means of managing the potential risks of LNG 
carrier transits, as described in Section 5.5.5 of the WSR.  FERC then 
assessed the potential impacts associated with transits of the LNG carriers 
and the proposed moving safety and security zones around them, as 
reported throughout the final EIS.  Impacts to recreational vessels are 
addressed in Section 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS. 

As noted in Section 8 of the WSR, the Coast Guard would further evaluate 
vessel traffic routing measures by conducting “. . . a Port Access Route 
Study (PARS) as required by 33 U.S.C. § 1223(c) to evaluate the 
recommendation in Section 4.6.1.6 of this Report to establish vessel traffic 
routing measures on Block Island Sound and Long Island Sound.”   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-259



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

LA1-6 The commentor does not accurately represent the Broadwater proposal or 
the findings of the draft EIS.  Specifically:   

1. It is not true that “each LNG delivery requires a virtual shutdown 
of Long Island Sound”;  

2.  Long Island Sound would not be shut down 18 hours out of 
every 48 hours while LNG is unloaded at the FSRU; 

3. It is not true that during LNG deliveries “other recreational and 
commercial uses of Long Island Sound will be stopped”; and  

4. It is not true that the Sound would be “virtually closed for 18 out 
of every 48 hours or 37% of the time.” 

The LNG carriers would be integrated into the normal marine traffic of 
Long Island Sound.  Transit by carriers could result in some localized and 
temporary delays for some vessels wishing to cross the path of an LNG 
carrier and its proposed safety and security zone, or the transits may require 
that some vessels move out of the path of the oncoming carrier (see 
Sections 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS for details).  Except for 
avoiding the proposed moving safety and security zones around the LNG 
carriers and the proposed fixed safety and security zone around the FSRU, 
commercial, recreational, and other marine vessel traffic would be able to 
continue as normal throughout the remainder of the Sound while the LNG 
carriers are in transit.    

Long Island Sound covers an area of approximately 1,320 square miles 
(Section 2 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final EIS]); the proposed 
moving safety and security zone around each LNG carrier would cover an 
area of approximately 2,040 acres (3.2 square miles; final EIS Table 3.5.1-
1), or about 0.2 percent of the Sound at any one time; and the proposed 
fixed safety and security zone around the FSRU would cover an area of 
about 950 acres (1.5-square miles; Table 3.5.1-1 of the final EIS), or about 
0.1 percent of the Sound.  When an LNG carrier is in transit in Long Island 
Sound, either to or from the FSRU, only about 0.3 percent of the total area 
of the Sound would be excluded from use by the safety and security zones 
proposed for the Project.  Consequently, LNG delivery by LNG carriers 
would not result in significant and severe economic, recreational, or safety 
impacts. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-7 Section 3.5.7.4 of the final EIS addresses the public trust issue relative to 

the proposed Broadwater Project.  
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-260



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-8 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 the applicable local land management plans.  
Section 3.5.7.1 of the final EIS lists the coastal policies but does not present 
an opinion regarding consistency because 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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-261



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-9 Section 3.5.7 of the final EIS has been revised to address the proposed 

Project in consideration of the Long Island Sound Stewardship Act.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-262



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
LA1-10 While the EIS describes minor impacts to these specific resources, it does 

not conclude that there would be significant sediment disturbance; 
extensive interference with marine species, including federally listed 
species; extensive impacts to EFH; or significant impacts to the important 
commercial or recreational fisheries of Long Island Sound.    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-11 We have addressed these issues in Sections 3.3.2.2, 3.7.1.4, and 3.6.8.1 of 

the final EIS.  As described in those sections, the Project would not result 
in a significant impact to commercial fisheries, including the lobster 
fishery.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-12 The commentor’s assertion that the proponent states that pipeline 

construction activities would exacerbate hypoxic conditions is incorrect.  
Hypoxia and the factors that influence it are discussed in Section 3.2.1.3 of 
the final EIS.  Hypoxic conditions are largely restricted to the warmer 
summer months and primarily to the western basin of Long Island Sound.  
In addition, hypoxia is largely driven by nutrient loading.  Pipeline 
construction would disturb potentially anoxic sediments, but any 
disturbance would occur during the winter months when the waters of the 
Long Island Sound are well oxygenated.  Thus, pipeline installation would 
not be expected to affect the extent or magnitude of hypoxia.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-263



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
LA1-13 Section 3.0 of the final EIS has been revised to provide additional 

information on the restoration efforts for Long Island Sound.  The final EIS 
describes the existing environmental conditions of the Sound relevant to the 
proposed Project, including the conditions that have resulted from the 
restoration efforts, and evaluates the potential for impacts to those 
conditions.  Impacts to the relevant areas of the ecosystems of the Sound 
are addressed in Sections 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4 of the final EIS; and impacts to 
public access are presented in Sections 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-14 As explained in Section 2.1.1.3 of the final EIS, no mechanical means of 

refrigeration would be required because LNG is refrigerated (liquefied) at 
the sending site and transported in thermally insulated LNG carrier cargo 
tanks.  Chloroflurocarbons, or CFCs, typically are used as coolants in 
mechanically powered refrigeration systems.  These compounds would not 
be used to maintain the temperature of the LNG.   

 
 
 
 
 
LA1-15 The EIS addresses the potential environmental impacts associated with the 

proposed Project in accordance with the requirements of NEPA and the 
federal and state actions that would take place if the Project is authorized 
for construction and operation as mandated by the EPAct of 2005.  As 
addressed in Section 1.3.1 of the final EIS, these federal and state actions 
do not include county and local permits or approvals.  Because the FSRU is 
a transportation-related facility, the federal EPA SPCC Rule (40 CFR 
Section 112) does not apply.  However, the final EIS includes a 
recommendation that Broadwater prepare an SPCC plan (Sections 3.2.2.1 
and 3.2.2.2 of the final EIS), that would be equivalent to the EPA plan for 
spill prevention.  This plan would identify the design of storage facilities 
for lubricants (both offshore and onshore), handling procedures, spill 
response procedures, and many other details of the use and handling of 
these materials.  Broadwater would also be required to prepare an 
Emergency Response Plan as described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS.  
This plan would provide the details needed to safely and effectively 
respond to emergencies.  FERC must approve the plans prior to authorizing 
initiation of construction.  We anticipate that Suffolk County would be 
involved in developing these plans; therefore, the concerns of the county 
would be addressed. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-264



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
LA1-16 As discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, all wastewater generated 

onboard the FSRU that could not be treated to comply with NYSDEC 
SPDES standards, would be containerized and shipped to shore for 
appropriate disposal at an approved facility.  Hazardous materials would be 
required for some operational activities on the proposed FSRU.  These 
materials would be managed in accordance with regulatory requirements to 
prevent discharge to the Sound.   

 
 
 
 
 
 

There is no request by Broadwater to discharge chlorinated solvents into 
Long Island Sound.  Accidental releases are managed through an SPCC 
plan.  As described in response to comment LA1-15, we anticipate that the 
concerns of the county regarding the use of chlorinated solvents on the 
FSRU would be addressed in the SPCC plan and Emergency Response 
Plan that must be reviewed and approved by FERC prior to authorizing the 
initiation of construction.     

LA1-17 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As described in response to comment LA1-15, we anticipate that the 
concerns of the county regarding fuel storage would be addressed in the 
SPCC plan and Emergency Response Plan that must be reviewed and 
approved by FERC prior to authorizing the initiation of construction.  

LA1-18 
 
 
 
LA1-19 Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS discusses the containment, collection, and 

treatment of wastewater.  All bilge water that may be contaminated would 
be collected and stored in the bilge holding tank until it could be treated 
(either onboard or onshore).  

 
 
 
LA1-20 As discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, the intake screens for the 

FSRU would be manually cleaned.  Thus, no chemicals related to the 
cleaning of intake screens would be discharged to Long Island Sound. 

 
 
 
LA1-21 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments 

The commentor’s basis is unclear for asserting that a 1-degree change in 
water temperature could cause a massive fish kill, because the ambient 
water temperatures of Long Island Sound are highly variable.  All 
discharges would be subject to New York State water quality regulations 
and Project-specific SPDES requirements designed to protect the 
environment.  As discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, operation of 
the proposed FSRU would not alter ambient water temperatures.  
Broadwater estimates that the engine-cooling discharge water from a 
steam-powered LNG carrier would approximate ambient temperature 
conditions (within 1°F) within 75 feet of the point of discharge.  Because 
all discharges would be conducted in accordance with Project-specific 
SPDES requirements, impacts to marine resources (including lobster) are 
not expected. N-265



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
LA1-22 As indicated in response to comment LA1-6, although transit by carriers 

could result in localized and temporary delays for some vessels, the vast 
majority of marine vessel traffic using the waterways associated with the 
Project would not be affected. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-23 In response to the concerns expressed by Cross Sound Ferry, the 

assessment of impacts to ferry operations has been revised in 
Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-24 Potential impacts to EFH are described in detail in Section 3.3.3.1 of the 

final EIS and in the EFH assessment in Appendix J.     
 
 
LA1-25 Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS provides an updated discussion of the 

potential impacts of water discharges.  The associated discharges would be 
required to satisfy New York’s water quality standards for SA waters and 
Project-specific SPDES permit requirements would reduce potential 
impacts to water resources.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-26 As described in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, LNG carriers would not be 

expected to discharge ballast water into Long Island Sound.  
 
 
LA1-27 Please see our response to comment LA1-15.
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-266



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
LA1-28 Vessels wishing to cross the path of the proposed safety and security zone 

around an LNG carrier may need to wait about 15 minutes for the zone to 
pass or could slightly alter their routes to pass farther in front or behind the 
zone.  The entire route would not be considered an exclusion zone, only the 
proposed safety and security zone around each LNG carrier (2,040 acres 
[3.2square miles]), and the LNG carriers would be integrated into the 
normal marine traffic of Long Island Sound.  The impacts to commercial 
marine vessels due to LNG carrier transits are addressed in Section 3.7.1.4 
of the final EIS, and the impacts to recreational boating and fishing are 
addressed in Section 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS.    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

If an LNG carrier passes through the Race while fishing vessels are present, 
the interruption would be temporary at most when it did occur.  As 
described in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS and Section 4.6.1.4 of the 
WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), an LNG carrier and its proposed safety 
and security zone would not take up the entire channel of the Race, and 
some vessels would be able to remain in place in the Race and outside of 
the proposed safety and security zone.  Temporary interruptions of vessels 
using the Race may occur periodically for the life of the Project, but the 
displacement would not be long term. 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). 
 

Given the size of a typical LNG carrier, carriers would be able to maintain 
a 12- to 15-knot speed through a wide range of wind and sea conditions.  
However, if conditions arise that might significantly affect the speed or 
maneuverability of a carrier, permission to enter the Sound may not be 
granted.  Further, the 15-minute transit time referred to in both the WSR 
and the final EIS for the proposed moving safety and security zone of a 
carrier to pass a point is based on a speed of 12 knots, not 10 knots.  
However, if a vessel was engaged in fishing operations in the deepest 
portions of the Race, it may be impacted for approximately 40 to 60 
minutes.  This longer time takes into consideration retrieving gear, getting 
underway, and returning to the location where the boat was before the LNG 
carrier and its proposed safety and security zone approached. 

LA1-29 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-267



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
LA1-30 The commentor misrepresents the contents of the January 18, 2007 U.S. 

Department of the Interior (USDOI) letter, especially in regard to potential 
impacts to federally listed birds.  More importantly, FWS subsequently 
concurred with our findings that the proposed Project would not be likely to 
adversely affect federally listed birds as described in Section 3.4 of the 
final EIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-31 As described above, the commentor has misrepresented the contents and 

conclusions of the EIS.  Cumulative impacts are discussed in Section 3.11 
of the final EIS, explicitly including impacts on water quality, biological 
resources, visual resources, air quality, and marine transportation. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-268



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
LA1-32 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).  As reported in the WSR (Appendix C 
of the final EIS), the Coast Guard had preliminary determined that, with 
implementation of the mitigation measures it has recommended, operation 
of the Project would be manageable.  

As noted above in our response to comment LA1-15, FERC would review 
Broadwater’s Emergency Response Plan and would not authorize initiation 
of construction until approving the plan.  The plan would address the 
potential need for first responders to assist in an emergency onboard the 
FSRU and would be developed by the Coast Guard, Broadwater, and the 
agencies and municipalities that would provide responders.  Therefore, the 
review and initial approval of the Project, if warranted, does not need to be 
delayed at this time. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-269



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
LA1-33 Broadwater would also be required to prepare an Emergency Response 

Plan as described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS.  FERC must approve 
the Emergency Response Plan prior to any final approval to begin 
construction. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-34 As noted above in our response to comment LA1-33, FERC would review 

Broadwater’s Emergency Response Plan and would not authorize initiation 
of construction until approving the plan.  As a result, prior to construction, 
relevant aspects of the emergency response needs for Project safety would 
be addressed by FERC and the Coast Guard, including the concerns raised 
by Suffolk County in this comment.  The Coast Guard identified the 
resources that it needs to manage the Project in the WSR (Appendix C of 
the final EIS).  The Project would not be allowed to operate if the necessary 
resources are not in place.  Additionally, as part of its Facility Response 
Plan, Broadwater would be required to either have the necessary personnel, 
training, and equipment needed to respond to a spill or identify which oil 
spill response organization had been contracted to provide that support. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-35 The onshore support for the Project would be housed in existing buildings 

and therefore generally would be subject to the same firefighting needs as 
the existing or past tenants.  Information on stored materials required for 
firefighters would be included in the Emergency Response Plan and the 
SPCC plan (see our response to comment LA1-15), both of which would be 
developed in concert with the appropriate federal, state, and local agencies 
and would be filed with FERC for review and approval prior to initiation of 
construction.  These plans would provide information on what would be 
stored at the onshore support facilities, who would be responsible for 
response to emergency situations, what initial response actions and 
notifications would occur in the event of an emergency, and other 
information important to first responders.  Additionally, as part of its 
Facility Response Plan, Broadwater would be required to either have the 
necessary personnel, training, and equipment needed to respond to a spill or 
identify which oil spill response organization had been contracted to 
provide that support. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-270



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
LA1-36 Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS has been expanded to include information on 

underwater releases of LNG.  In addition, the Emergency Response Plan 
(described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS) would address all appropriate 
emergency response scenarios, including responses to underwater releases 
of LNG.   

 
 
 
 
LA1-37 Terrorist threats to LNG carriers would be mitigated by the establishment 

of the proposed moving safety and security zone around each carrier, Coast 
Guard escorts, tug escorts, Coast Guard vessel arrival procedures, and other 
Coast Guard practices.  The Emergency Response Plan (Section 3.10.6 of 
the final EIS) would also serve as a tool to provide a coordinated response 
to emergencies.  The Emergency Response Plan would address the issue of 
a potential blockage of the Race due to an LNG carrier accident and 
responses such as rerouting marine traffic, removing the LNG carrier from 
the Race, and other key actions.  

We do not anticipate that a closure of the Race would be long term: 
therefore, any such closure would not have as catastrophic an effect as 
suggested by Suffolk County.  For example, the physical interference of 
marine traffic due to a fire from the accidental release of LNG would be 
short term, with the fire expected to burn out in about 1 to 2 hours.  Even 
considering the time required to remove a disabled carrier from the Race, it 
is not likely that the Race would be shut down for a long period.  In 
addition, many vessels that are not deep draft could use alternate routes to 
reach their destinations during any temporary closure of all or part of the 
Race due to an accident.  

Information on what procedures Navy vessels would follow if the Race 
were closed for any period of time is considered classified and cannot be 
included in the EIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-271



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-272



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-38 We are not aware of the Coast Guard stating that adverse weather 

conditions in the area east of the Race and in Block Island Sound “are of 
grave concern” as suggested by Suffolk County.  The LNG carriers would 
likely experience more severe wind and weather conditions while crossing 
the Atlantic, and the normal sea and weather conditions of the Block Island 
Sound area would not be expected to adversely affect LNG carrier transit.  
Given the size of a typical LNG carrier, carriers would be able to maintain 
a 12- to15-knot speed through a wide range of wind and sea conditions.  
However, if conditions arise that might significantly affect the speed or 
maneuverability of a carrier, permission to enter Block Island Sound or 
Long Island Sound may not be granted.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-273



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-274



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
LA1-39 The Suffolk County comment regarding a vapor cloud cites a report 

prepared by Broadwater.  FERC and the Coast Guard analyzed this issue 
and presented information regarding the area of potential impact due to 
dispersion of an ignitable vapor cloud and the basis for cloud formation in 
Section 3.10.4.3 of the final EIS and in Section 1.4.3 of the WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS).  Although the formation of a vapor cloud is 
theoretically possible, it is unlikely to occur since a release of the 
magnitude required to form a large cloud would require either (1) a major 
release of LNG due to an accident or intentional rupture of the hull, which 
would be accompanied by an ignition source that would ignite the 
vaporized LNG and prevent formation of a vapor cloud; or (2) an 
intentional or unintentional release of LNG (such as opening an LNG 
transfer valve on a carrier that is not berthed at the FSRU) that results in a 
large volume of LNG being released without an ignition source. Further, 
the distance presented for vapor cloud travel is not a radius from the spill; 
the stated distance of vapor travel would extend in only one direction - 
downwind of the spill.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-40 As stated in the Sandia Report, and as supported by 12 of 16 experts 

surveyed in the GAO Report (GAO 2007), the expert consensus is that an 
increase of 20 to 30 percent in hazard distance for heat hazard from an 
LNG pool fire would occur due to a multiple tank failure scenario.  The 
assumption used for determining vapor cloud Hazard Zone 3 for the 
Broadwater consequence analysis presented in Section 1.4 of the WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS) and Section 3.10.4.3 of the final EIS includes 
simultaneous release from three tanks without gas ignition. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-275



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-276



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
LA1-41 Section 3.10.2.1 of the final EIS presents the codes and standards 

applicable to the Project.  In the design review of the FSRU, FERC and the 
Coast Guard would consider the design requirements noted by the New 
York State Department of Public Services in its Safety Advisory Report 
(included in Appendix E of the final EIS).  The overall design of the FSRU 
has been taken into account relative to environmental impacts.  Further 
design details are not anticipated to change the original assessment of 
environmental impact, and consideration of detailed design issues is 
beyond the scope of a NEPA EIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-42 Please see our response to comment LA1-8.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-277



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-43 Please see response to comment LA1-8.  (JW) 
 
 
LA1-44 We have addressed compliance with coastal zone management policies 

(presented in comments on pages 28 through 32 of Letter LA1) in response 
to comment LA1-8.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-278



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-279



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-280



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-281



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-45 The Commission will hold a hearing on the Broadwater Project as a part of 

its decision-making process.  Information on the hearing will be provided 
to interveners and other interested parties in accordance with FERC 
requirements.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-282



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-283



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-284



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-285



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-286



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-287



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-288



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-289



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-290



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-291



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-292



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-293



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-294



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-295



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-46 Please see our response to comment LA1-13.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-47 Please see our response to comment LA1-14.  
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-48 Please see our response to comment LA1-15.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-296



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
LA1-49 Please see our response to comment LA1-16.
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-50 Please see our response to comment LA1-17.  
 
 
 
 
LA1-51 Please see our response to comment LA1-18.
 
 
LA1-52 Please see our response to comment LA1-19.  
 
 
 
LA1-53 Please see our response to comment LA1-20.
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-54 Please see our responses to comments LA1-15, LA1-17, and LA1-18.
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-297



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-55 Please see our response to comment LA1-21.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-56 Please see our response to comment LA1-22.
 
 
 
 
LA1-57 Please see our response to comment LA1-23.  
 
 
 
 
LA1-58 Please see our response to comment LA1-24.
 
 
 
LA1-59 Please see our response to comment LA1-25.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-298



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-60 Please see our response to comment LA1-26.
 
 
 
LA1-61 Please see our response to comment LA1-31.  
 
 
 
 
LA1-62 Please see our response to comment LA1-15.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-63 Please see our response to comment LA1-28.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments N-299



LA1 – Farrell Fritz, P.C. 

Local Agencies and Municipalities Comments 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-300



LA2 – Suffolk County Legislature 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Brookhaven Lateral is addressed in Section 4.3.1.1 of the final EIS 
Section 4.3.1.1 of the final EIS has been updated to provide the most recent 
available information on the potential Brookhaven Lateral Pipeline Project.  
Iroquois has formally withdrawn its proposal for the Brookhaven Lateral, 
and so it is no longer considered in regard to cumulative impacts or 
alternatives in the final EIS. 

LA2-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
 N-301



LA2 – Suffolk County Legislature 
 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
 

Please see our response to comment LA2-1.

Please see our response to comment LA2-1.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA2-2 
 
 
 
LA2-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-302




