
LA13 –Town of Huntington – Department of Planning and Environment 
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LA13 –Town of Huntington – Department of Planning and Environment 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA13-1 As discussed in Section 4.3.1 of the final EIS, neither Broadwater nor IGTS 

has indicated that improvements to the IGTS or Eastchester pipelines are 
contemplated.  Broadwater specifically designed its Project so that onshore 
infrastructure modifications would not be necessary.  Any future 
improvements proposed on the system would be evaluated through a 
separate NEPA document. 
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LA13 –Town of Huntington – Department of Planning and Environment 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
 N-364



LA13 –Town of Huntington – Department of Planning and Environment 
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LA13 –Town of Huntington – Department of Planning and Environment 
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LA13 –Town of Huntington – Department of Planning and Environment 
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LA13 –Town of Huntington – Department of Planning and Environment 
 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
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LA14 – Harry Acker – Town of Huntington 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA14-1 Section 2.4.2 of the final EIS has been updated to clarify that, according to 

Broadwater and IGTS, operation of the proposed Broadwater pipeline 
would not affect the volume or frequency of natural gas vented from the 
existing valve station in Huntington, New York.  As discussed in Section 
4.3.1 of the final EIS, IGTS has not proposed any improvements to the 
IGTS or Eastchester pipelines beyond the proposed IGTS tie-in to the 
Broadwater pipeline addressed in this EIS.  If improvements are proposed 
in the future, FERC would evaluate those impacts and alternatives through 
a separate or supplemental NEPA document. 
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LA14 – Harry Acker – Town of Huntington 
 

 
LA14-2 Please see our response to comment LA14-1.  
 
LA14-3 We have assessed the impacts of LNG carrier transport and have found, as 

presented in Sections 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, that disruptions to 
recreational and commercial marine traffic would be minor, localized, and 
temporary during LNG carrier transit.  As noted in those sections, most 
recreational boating takes place within about 3.5 miles of the shoreline and 
therefore would not be affected by the proposed Project, except for some 
recreational boating at and in the vicinity of the Race.  As proposed by the 
Coast Guard, the moving safety and security zone of each LNG carrier 
would cover an area of approximately 2,040 acres (3.2 square miles), and 
only one carrier would be present inside the pilot stations at any one time.  
In addition, no more than one carrier per day would be transiting the area, 
and only the moving safety and security zone around each carrier would be 
an exclusion zone, not the entire transit path that extends in front of and 
behind the proposed safety and security zone of an LNG carrier.  The 
amount of time for the LNG carrier and its associated safety and security 
zone to pass any single point would be about 15 minutes.  Only vessels in 
the path of the LNG carriers and their safety and security zones would be 
affected. 

Most recreational boaters and recreational fishing vessels traveling to or 
from Block Island, Montauk, the Connecticut River, and Mystic would 
likely not encounter an LNG carrier; and those that do would have the 
opportunity to avoid the carrier and its safety and security zone by slightly 
altering their routes or speeds or by waiting about 15 minutes for the safety 
and security zone to pass.   

As indicated in Sections 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, the Race 
would not be closed when an LNG carrier passes through; in fact, 
recreational boaters could transit the Race while a carrier is present by 
using the area between the limits of the Race and the edge of the carrier’s 
safety and security zone.  In addition, as stated in Section 3.7.1.4 of the 
final EIS, there are alternative routes that are available to recreational 
vessels to enter or exit eastern Long Island Sound in lieu of using the Race.  
As noted in Section 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS, there could be temporary 
disruption of some recreational fishing during the 25 to 35 minutes required 
for a carrier and its safety and security zone to pass through the 2.3-mile-
long area considered the Race.  A fishing vessel in the path of the 
oncoming carrier and its safety and security zone would need to move out 
of the path and fish in another location or wait until the carrier passes and 
return to its previous location.  LNG carriers would transit the Race no 
more than once per day for the life of the Project; and therefore, the impact 
would not be significant. 
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LA14 – Harry Acker – Town of Huntington 
 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
 

Impacts to commercial fishing are addressed in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final 
EIS, which has been updated to include impacts to commercial fishing in 
the eastern portion of the Sound.  As noted in that section, interruptions to 
lobster fishing would be localized and temporary during carrier transit, 
including in the Race.  We do not anticipate a significant displacement of 
lobstermen from the waters they are currently using due to implementation 
of the proposed Project. 

 
LA14-4 
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LA15 – Donal F. Landers, Jr. – East Lyme Harbor Management/Shellfish Commission 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA15-1 The final EIS has been updated to present the most current information 

available from resource agencies and the literature on the environmental 
setting of Long Island Sound, with an emphasis on the aquatic resources. 

 
 
 
LA15-2 The recommended mitigation measures that would be the responsibility of 

Broadwater are listed in Section 8.4.1 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final 
EIS), and the recommended mitigation measures that would be the 
responsibility of the Coast Guard are listed in Section 8.4.2 of the WSR.  
FERC expects that these mitigation measures would be required if the 
Broadwater Project is authorized.  Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS has been 
revised to more clearly describe FERC’s approach to this issue.  

The EIS does not suggest that local municipalities would be solely 
responsible for emergency response planning and actions.  As described in 
Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, if the Project receives initial authorization 
to proceed, Broadwater would work with federal, state, and local agencies 
to develop an Emergency Response Plan for the Project, The Emergency 
Response Plan would include a Cost-Sharing Plan to provide funding for 
agency participation in emergency response actions.  FERC must approve 
the Emergency Response Plan prior to final approval to begin construction.  
If the needed resources are not available or capable of providing the 
required responses and properly funded, FERC would not authorize the 
Project to proceed. 
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LA15 – Donal F. Landers, Jr. – East Lyme Harbor Management/Shellfish Commission 
 

 
 
 
LA15-3 In Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS, we provide updated information on 

recently approved projects in the northeastern United States and Canada, 
and consider the projects as potential alternatives to the proposed 
Broadwater Project. 

 
 
 
 
LA15-4 Section 3.3.1 of the final EIS provides a detailed discussion of the direct 

impacts on benthic organisms and habitats (including shellfish) from 
installation of the proposed YMS and the 21.7-mile pipeline.  Impacts to 
water quality are discussed in Section 3.2.3 of the final EIS.  The YMS 
piles would be installed using pile-driving methods.  Thus, no drilling 
lubricants would be used.   

 
 
 
 
 
LA15-5 Section 3.11.1.1 of the final EIS discusses the Islander East Pipeline 

Project.  The Islander East Project would consist of a much longer pipeline 
that would cross onshore, nearshore, and offshore habitats.  The 
Broadwater pipeline would be located only in offshore habitat and would 
affect approximately 2,500 fewer acres of seafloor than the Islander East 
pipeline.  On October 5, 2006, the U.S. Second Circuit Court of Appeals 
ruled that the State of Connecticut did not sufficiently support its decision 
to deny a water quality certificate to the Islander East Pipeline Company.  
On August 15, 2007, a U.S. District Judge remanded the U.S. Commerce 
Department’s decision to overrule the State of Connecticut’s denial of 
coastal zone consistency.  In addition, the Islander East Project would 
impact nearshore oyster areas.  The proposed Broadwater Project would be 
limited to the offshore areas of Long Island Sound.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA15-6 The commentor misrepresents the FSRU discharges, which would be at 

approximately ambient temperature.  In addition, LNG carriers would not 
be discharging ballast water into Long Island Sound because they would be 
arriving laden with cargo.  A detailed description of the actual impacts of 
water intakes and discharges for the FSRU and LNG carriers are provided 
in Sections 3.2.3, 3.3.1, and 3.3.2 of the final EIS.  The EFH assessment 
provided in Appendix J of the final EIS incorporates all of the information 
received from NMFS regarding EFH prior to completing the final EIS. 
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LA15 – Donal F. Landers, Jr. – East Lyme Harbor Management/Shellfish Commission 
 

LA15-7 Section 3.4 of the final EIS discusses potential impacts to federally listed 
marine mammals and birds, and includes the recommended mitigation 
measures for minimizing those impacts identified by FWS and NMFS – 
Protected Resources Division.  In a letter dated June 8, 2007, FWS 
concurred with FERC’s determination that collisions with the proposed 
FSRU would not be likely to adversely affect federally listed avian species 
(see Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA15-8 The extent and magnitude of each of these potential impacts are discussed 

throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS, including measures to avoid and 
minimize potential impacts. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
LA15-9 Section 3.2.2.1 of the final EIS includes our recommendation to the 

Commission that Broadwater prepare an SPCC plan and provide the 
estimated volumes associated with a worst-case spill scenario, an 
appropriate evaluation of the associated potential impacts to water 
resources and marine life, and appropriate mitigation measures to minimize 
the likelihood of a spill.  These issues are addressed in Sections 3.2.3.1 and 
3.10.2.4 of the final EIS. 
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LA15 – Donal F. Landers, Jr. – East Lyme Harbor Management/Shellfish Commission 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA15-10 We do not agree with the commentor’s statement that the safety and 

security zones proposed for the FSRU and the LNG carriers represent an 
unprecedented restriction in the navigable waters of Long Island Sound.  
As stated in Section 2.3.2 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), there 
are several safety and security zones within Long Island Sound.  

 
 
 
 
LA15-11 The impacts to recreational and commercial fishermen who use the Race 

are described in Sections 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS.  As stated in 
those sections, the Race would not be closed when a carrier passes through, 
and some recreational boaters could transit the Race while a carrier is 
present by using the area between the limits of the Race and the edge of the 
carrier’s safety and security zone.  Issues related to the Public Trust 
Doctrine are addressed in Section 3.5.7.4 of the final EIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA15-12 The commentor has correctly noted that Broadwater would be required to 

prepare an Emergency Response Plan.  As described in Section 3.10.6 of 
the final EIS, the Emergency Response Plan would identify the resources 
needed to implement the plan.  FERC must approve the plan prior to final 
approval to begin construction.  If the needed resources are not available 
and properly funded, FERC would not authorize the Project to proceed. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
LA15-13 Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to include the most recent 

information available on existing and proposed LNG terminal projects in 
New England and northeastern Canada.  This information presents 
quantified environmental impacts for each alternative project, and 
compares them to the impacts for the proposed Broadwater Project.  This 
updated review confirms that these alternative projects could not satisfy 
projected natural gas needs for Connecticut, Long Island, and New York 
City with less environmental impact than the proposed Broadwater Project. 
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LA15 – Donal F. Landers, Jr. – East Lyme Harbor Management/Shellfish Commission 
 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
 

We are not aware of what “flawed assumptions” the commentor has 
referred to.  The analysis conducted for the proposed Project (reported in 
Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS and Section 1.4 of the WSR [Appendix C of 
the final EIS]) reflects the best available methods, conservative 
assumptions that err on the side of public safety, and the most protective 
results.  The Sandia Report (Sandia 2004) is the most recent and definitive 
reference on the subject of LNG spills to water and presents an analysis of 
many of the other studies previously completed.  The GAO Report (GAO 
2007) presented a survey of experts who work in areas related to LNG risk, 
hazards, and consequence modeling.  The report determined that the 
primary hazard to the public would be heat from a fire.  A total of 11 of 15 
experts were of the opinion that current methods used for estimating LNG 
fire heat hazard distances (that is, the methods used by FERC and the Coast 
Guard) are “about right” or too conservative. 

As described in Section 3.5.2.2 of the final EIS, Broadwater would be 
required to obtain an easement for use of the seabed associated with the 
proposed Project.  Broadwater would pay an easement fee and would use 
the easement only for the life of the Project.  Further, as described in 
Section 3.5.7.4 of the final EIS, many other commercial and industrial uses 
of the Sound have been approved by the responsible agencies, including 
eight power cables, three fiber optic cables, two natural gas pipelines, three 
active dredge disposal sites, two oil transfer platforms, many ferry services, 
extensive commercial shipping, and commercial vessel lightering. 

The purpose and need for providing additional energy supplies to the 
region are described in Section 1.0 of the final EIS.  In Section 4.0 of the 
final EIS, we have compared the proposed Broadwater Project to a wide 
variety of alternatives, in accordance with NEPA. 

We consulted with CTDEP during preparation of the draft EIS and have 
responded to comments from that agency in the final EIS. 

 
 
LA15-14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA15-15 
 
 
 
 
LA15-16 
 
 
 
 
LA15-17 
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LA16 – Norwalk Harbor Management Commission 
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LA16 – Norwalk Harbor Management Commission 
 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
 

Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS presents an assessment of the impacts of the 
FSRU and LNG carriers on marine transportation and addresses potential 
impacts to ports.  Section 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS addresses the impacts of 
the FSRU, the LNG carriers, and the proposed safety and security zones on 
recreation.  As stated in those sections, the proposed location of the FSRU 
and the proposed safety and security zone around the YMS and FSRU are 
not areas of heavy commercial or recreational traffic.  The FSRU and its 
proposed safety and security zone would have a minor impact on 
commercial and recreational vessels that would last for the life of the 
Project and would have at most a negligible effect on vessel transits to or 
from Connecticut ports.   

Each LNG carrier would have a proposed moving safety and security zone 
that would cover an area of approximately 2,040 acres (3.2 square miles), 
and only one carrier would be present inside the pilot stations at any one 
time.  The entire transit path of an LNG carrier would not be an exclusion 
zone.  As described in both the draft and final EISs and in the Coast Guard 
WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the amount of time for the LNG 
carrier and its proposed safety and security zone to pass any single point 
would be about 15 minutes (the length of the proposed safety and security 
zone from front to back would be about 3.7 miles), and the only exclusion 
area moving along the LNG carrier path would be the 2,040 acre (3.2 
square mile) area around the single LNG carrier.  All other portions of the 
carrier route, both in front of and behind the carrier’s proposed safety and 
security zone, would be available for use.  As a result, the vast majority of 
commercial and recreational vessels heading to or from the ports of 
Connecticut would not encounter an LNG carrier, and there would be, at 
most, a negligible impact on vessel traffic to or from the ports.  

The Coast Guard is responsible for ensuring compliance with the CZMA as 
it relates to the Coast Guard’s establishment of the safety and security 
zones for LNG marine traffic affecting Connecticut state waters.  

 

 
LA16-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA16-2 
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LA17 – Town of Brookhaven 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
 N-379



LA17 – Town of Brookhaven 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
 N-380



LA17 – Town of Brookhaven 
 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
 

Section 3.5.7.2 of the final EIS addresses the relationship between the Long 
Island Sound Stewardship Act of 2006 and the proposed Project. 

Section 3.5.7.4 of the final EIS addresses issues associated with the Public 
Trust Doctrine.  Sections 3.5 and 3.7.1.4 address the potential impacts of 
the proposed safety and security zones on public use. 

At this time there in no requirement for the Town of Brookhaven to be 
responsible for any security or emergency response actions associated with 
the proposed Project.  If the Project receives initial authorization to 
proceed, prior to initiation of construction Broadwater would work with 
federal, state, and local agencies (including municipalities) to develop a 
Facility Security Plan (as outlined in 33 CFR 101-105) and an Emergency 
Response Plan (as described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS) for the 
Project.  The Emergency Response Plan would include funding provisions 
for agency participation in emergency response and security actions.  If the 
funding agreements cannot be developed to the satisfaction of the 
participating agencies and Broadwater, and if the needed resources are not 
available, FERC would not authorize construction of the Project. 

 
LA17-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA17-2 
 
 
 
 
LA17-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-381



LA18 – East Hampton Town Board 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA18-1 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.  
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.  

Section 3.5.7 of the final EIS has been revised to address East Hampton’s 
Comprehensive Plan. 
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LA18 – East Hampton Town Board 
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LA18 – East Hampton Town Board 
 

LA18-2 The Montauk Pilot Station-Montauk Channel route is an alternative route 
for LNG carrier transit as stated in Section 3.7.1.3 of the final EIS.  This 
would not be the primary route for carriers, and it would not be used on a 
regular basis.  As stated in Section 3.7.1.3, the “Point Judith Pilot Station is 
considered the primary pilot boarding station, with Montauk Point Pilot 
Station considered an alternate.  Vessel draft and weather conditions limit 
the use of the Montauk Point Pilot Station: vessels with a draft in excess of 
38 feet may not be piloted through Montauk Channel; and pilots using 
Montauk Channel may not pilot a vessel if weather conditions, sea state, or 
vessel traffic ‘pose a threat to the safety of any person, vessel, prudent 
navigation, or safety of the environment.” 

Section 3.7.1.3 of the EIS and Tables 2-1 and 2-5 of the WSR (Appendix C 
of the final EIS) make it clear that large commercial vessels would not be 
new to Long Island Sound: tankers, cargo ships, and large passenger 
vessels commonly transit Long Island Sound and pose a disruption to the 
Montauk trawl operations.  The statement that six LNG carrier transits per 
week could disrupt trawl fishing 50 percent of the time is not correct since 
most LNG carriers would not use Montauk Channel and therefore would 
not be present six times per week.  In addition, transit of an LNG carrier 
and the proposed moving safety and security zone around the carrier at 
about 12 knots would result in the entire safety and security zone passing a 
point in about 15 minutes.  Trawlers could adjust their routes while a 
carrier is in the area. 

The overall result is that LNG carrier use of the Montauk Channel would 
cause a temporary and localized impact on trawling in the area during 
carrier transit.  Further, 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).  Use of 
Montauk Channel by LNG carriers would be consistent with current use, 
and the Coast Guard considers the risks associated with LNG carriers to be 
manageable with implementation of its proposed mitigation measures in 
Section 8.4 of the WSR.  We expect that these mitigation measures would 
be required if the Broadwater Project is authorized.  Section 3.7.1.4 of the 
fi l EIS h b i d t l l d ib FERC’ h t

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As described in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, an LNG carrier and its 
proposed moving safety and security zone would pass through the 2.3-mile 
length of the Race in 25 to 35 minutes, depending on the speed of the 
carrier. 

LA18-3 
 
 
 
 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
 N-384



LA18 – East Hampton Town Board 
 

(Continued) 

The entire safety and security zone would pass a single point within about 
15 minutes.  As a result, lobster fishermen who are actively working pots 
may be required to temporarily move from their fishing positions, 
dependent on the exact location of the carrier and its proposed safety and 
security zone.  This would result in a temporary and localized delay during 
carrier transit.  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).  
We expect that this and the other mitigation measures presented in Section 
8.4 of the WSR would be required if the Broadwater Project is authorized.  
Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS has been revised to more clearly describe 
FERC’s approach to this issue. 

LA18-3 
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LA18 – East Hampton Town Board 
 

 
 
LA18-4 As noted in responses to comments LA18-2 and LA18-3, implementation 

of the proposed Project would not result in significant impacts to 
commercial fishing, including the lobster industry.  In addition, as noted in 
response to comment LA18-2, Montauk Channel would be an alternate 
route for the carriers, with the majority of the carriers using the Point Judith 
Pilot Station and the Block Island Sound route.  As a result, most 
commercial fishing vessels and equipment in the Montauk area would not 
typically be affected by the transit of LNG carriers and their associated 
safety and security zones.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As noted in responses to comments LA 18-2, LA18-3, and LA18-4, 
implementation of the proposed Project would not result in significant 
impacts to commercial fishing, including the lobster industry.  Therefore 
the Project would not result in the loss of a maritime way of life or 
measurably affect the East Hampton economy.  We have addressed the 
issue of compliance with the New York State CMP in response to comment 
LA18-1.   

LA18-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA18-6 Please see our response to comment LA18-1.
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LA18 – East Hampton Town Board 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Impacts to commercial fishing due to the proposed safety and security zone 
around the FSRU are addressed in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS.  As 
described in that section, commercial fishing would not be severely 
affected.   

LA18-7 
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LA18 – East Hampton Town Board 
 

LA18-8 Impacts of the proposed Project on recreational fishing and boating are 
addressed in Section 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS, and the impacts on 
commercial fishing are addressed in Section 3.7.1.4.  As noted in those 
sections, the impacts would be minor and temporary when they did occur 
but would periodically continue for the life of the Project.   

 
 
 
 
 
LA18-9 LNG carriers transiting to and from the FSRU would be no closer than 

about 12 miles from Montauk Harbor, with no more than one transit per 
day.  The carriers would appear similar to other commercial shipping 
vessels and would represent an increase in commercial shipping traffic of 
about 1 percent.  The FSRU would not be visible from Montauk Harbor. 

 
 
 
 
 
LA18-10 Please see our response to comment LA18-8.
 
 
 
LA18-11 As noted in response to comment LA18-4 and in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final 

EIS, implementation of the proposed Project would result in minor impacts 
to commercial fishing, which would not result in a measurable impact on 
the existing economic bases of East Hampton or Montauk. 

 
 
 
 
LA18-12 Please see our response above to the Harbormaster’s letter in comment 

LA8-1.  Please refer to our response to comment LA18-1 regarding 
consistency with the East Hampton Comprehensive Plan. 
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LA18 – East Hampton Town Board 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

As addressed in Section 3.7.1.4, the LNG carriers and their proposed 
moving safety and security zones would have a temporary and localized 
impact on commercial fishing during carrier transit.  The safety and 
security zone of each LNG carrier would have a safety and security zone 
that would cover an area that would be approximately 0.2 percent of the 
total area of Long Island Sound, and only one carrier would be present 
inside the pilot stations at any one time.  The time required for an LNG 
carrier and its associated safety and security zone to pass any single point 
would be about 15 minutes (the length of the safety and security zone from 
front to back would be about 3.7 miles).  All other portions of the carrier 
route would be available for use.  In addition, as stated in Section 3.7.1.3 of 
the final EIS, Montauk Channel would be an alternate route that would not 
be regularly used. 

LA18-13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA18-14 Please see our response to comment LA18-13.
 
 
 

Please see our response to comment LA18-1.  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 have not 
been addressed in the final EIS. 

LA18-15 
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LA18 – East Hampton Town Board 
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LA18 – East Hampton Town Board 
 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
 

Please see our response to comment LA18-1.  

Please see our response to comment LA18-1.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA18-16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA18-17 
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LA19 – Towns of Riverhead and Southold 
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LA19 – Towns of Riverhead and Southold 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA19-1 Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the 

proposed Broadwater Project.  The alternatives analysis compares 
quantitative impacts and concludes that the alternative projects, singly or in 
concert, could not satisfy the projected natural gas and other energy 
demands of the New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut markets with 
less environmental impact than the Broadwater Project.  These alternatives 
include energy conservation, renewable energy sources (including wind 
and tidal power), and other existing and proposed LNG terminal and 
pipeline projects.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA19-2 Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to include the most recent 

information available on other proposed LNG terminal projects, including 
the Safe Harbor Energy Project.    

 
 
 
 
LA19-3 Because the Project would benefit the public by helping to meet the energy 

needs of the region with minimal impacts, we consider the Project could be 
determined to be consistent with the objectives of the Public Trust Doctrine 
as described in Section 3.5.7.4.  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. 
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LA19 – Towns of Riverhead and Southold 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA19-4 NYSDOS is responsible for determining whether the Project is consistent 

with New York’s coastal policies.  It is our understanding that NYSDOS 
will file its determination with FERC after the final EIS has been issued.   

 
 
 
LA19-5 Please see our response to comment LA19-4.  In addition, we find no 

support for the claim that authorization of the proposed Project could serve 
as a precedent for further industrialization of the waters of Long Island 
Sound (see Section 3.5.2.2 of the final EIS).  Section 3.5.7.4 of the final 
EIS addresses issues associated with the Public Trust Doctrine.  Sections 
3.5 and 3.7.1.4 address the potential impacts of the proposed safety and 
security zones on public use. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA19-6 As stated in Section 3.10.6  of the EIS, Broadwater would be required to 

prepare 6.2.3.2 of the WSR, Section 311 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 
requires that a “cost sharing plan” be included in an the Emergency 
Response Plan that would identify the resources required to respond to 
emergencies.  The plan would include funding provisions for agency 
participation in emergency response and security actions.  If the funding 
agreements cannot be developed to the satisfaction of the participating 
agencies and Broadwater, and if the needed resources are not available, 
FERC would not authorize construction of the Project. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
 N-394



LA19 – Towns of Riverhead and Southold 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA19-7 Please see our response to comment LA19-1.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA19-8 Please see our responses to comments LA19-1 and LA19-2
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LA19-9 Please see our response to comment LA19-2.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see our response to comment LA19-2.   LA19-10 
 
 
 
LA19-11 As presented in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the 

Coast Guard preliminarily determined that the risks associated with the 
FSRU and LNG carriers could be managed with implementation of its 
recommended mitigation measures.  That determination includes operation 
of the carriers in the Race and in Long Island Sound.  The Coast Guard’s 
findings, as reported in the WSR, are included in the EIS (Appendix C).   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA19-12 Please see our response to comment LA19-2.  
 
LA19-13 The final EIS has been revised to provide up-to-date information on the 

alternatives reviewed and other information relevant to our assessment.  
The final EIS has been prepared in compliance with the requirements of 
NEPA and the guidelines and regulations of the CEQ. 
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LA19-14 Please refer to our response to comment LA19-3.
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LA19-15 As reflected in Section 2.4.1 of the final EIS, conversion of LNG into 

natural gas, addition of odorant, and other natural gas processing would 
take place on the FSRU.  No natural gas processing would occur within the 
YMS. 
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LA19-16 Please see our response to comment LA19-4.  
 
 
LA19-17 Please see our response to comment LA19-11.   
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LA19-18 Potential impacts to recreational and commercial fishermen, recreational 

boaters, and marine shippers, including in the area of the Race, are 
addressed in Sections 3.5.5.1, 3.5.5.2, 3.6.8, and 3.7.1.4 of the EIS.  As 
noted in those sections, there would be no more than one LNG carrier 
passing through the Race per day and there would be only minor delays for 
some vessels if they were transiting the Race at the same time that a carrier 
and its proposed safety and security zone was passing through.  However, 
there would be room in the Race for some vessels while an LNG carrier is 
present with its safety and security zone as well as alternative routes to 
enter or exit Long Island Sound for some vessels.   

As presented in our response to comment IN13-2 (Mr. DeMaula’s 
comment letter as submitted by his attorney) and as described in Sections 
3.6.8 and 3.7.1.4 of the EIS, the proposed Project would have a minor 
impact, at most, on lobster fishing in eastern Long Island Sound.     

Please refer to our response to comment LA19-4 regarding consistency 
with Southhold’s LWRP policies and our response to comment LA19-6 
regarding safety and security concerns.   
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LA19-19 Please refer to our response to comment LA19-4 regarding consistency 

with the Long Island Sound CMP and our response to comment LA19-6 
regarding safety and security measures.  In addition, as described in Section 
8.4 of the WSR (Appendix D of the EIS), if FERC authorizes the proposed 
Broadwater Project, the Coast Guard would prepare a proposal to obtain 
additional personnel and equipment to implement its safety and security 
recommendations. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA19-20 Please refer to our response to comment LA19-6.
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