
OC7 – Audubon Connecticut 
 

, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC7-1 Section 3.4.1 of the final EIS has been modified to include information 

regarding potential impacts to the federally endangered roseate tern based 
on available input from the FWS.  In a letter dated June 8, 2007, the FWS 
concurred with FERC’s determination that the Project would not be likely 
to adversely affect federally listed species.  FWS determined that the 
proposed FSRU is not in the vicinity of likely foraging areas for either 
listed avian species (shoal areas for roseate terns and intertidal zones for 
piping plovers) nor is it expected that the location of the FSRU is within 
major migratory pathways of these species or in the vicinity of migratory 
stopovers or staging areas. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Organizations and Companies Comments N-721



OC7 – Audubon Connecticut 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC7-2 As stated in Sections 3.2.3 (water resources), 3.3.1.2 (benthic resources), 

3.3.2.2 (fisheries), 3.3.3 (fisheries of special concern), 3.3.4.2 (marine 
mammals), 3.3.5.2 (avian species), and 3.4 (threatened and endangered 
species) of the final EIS, construction and operation of the Project as 
proposed by Broadwater would result in a limited impact to marine habitat 
resources and public access.  Impacts would be avoided or further 
minimized with incorporation of our recommendations identified 
throughout the final EIS.  Additional information on potential impacts to 
public access is provided in response to comment FA4-5.   
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OC7 – Audubon Connecticut 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
OC7-3 Thank you for your comment.  Section 3.3.5 (avian species) of the final EIS 

has been expanded to more completely address potential impacts to avian 
species.  Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS also has been expanded to include 
details of the benthic habitats along the proposed Project and the potential 
impacts to these habitats and marine resources associated with them.  
Section 3.4 of the final EIS discusses potential adverse impacts to 
threatened and endangered species.  This section has been updated to 
include information regarding potential impacts to the federally endangered 
roseate tern based on information provided by FWS.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC7-4 Section 3.2.3 of the final EIS discusses potential impacts to water quality 

during construction and operation of the Broadwater facility.  Potential 
impacts to aquatic ecosystems are discussed throughout Section 3.3 and in 
particular, in Sections 3.3.1.2 and 3.3.2.2.   

 
 
 
 
OC7-5 Thank you for your comment.  Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS has been 

expanded to more fully describe avian species potentially present within the 
proposed Project area and potential impacts to these species.   
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OC7 – Audubon Connecticut 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC7-6 In general, the final EIS has been expanded to more completely describe 

the environmental setting as it pertains to identification and evaluation of 
potential impacts based on additional input from local experts from 
academia, federal and state agencies, and the private sector.  Specific 
details are provided in response to specific comments below. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC7-7 Thank you for your comment.  Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS has been 

updated to more completely describe avian species and potential impacts to 
these species from the proposed Project.  This section was updated to 
include a discussion of potential impacts to avian species from construction 
of the proposed Project through Stratford Shoal. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC7-8 Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS has been revised to provide additional 

information on the bird species that utilize the offshore habitats of Long 
Island Sound.   
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OC7 – Audubon Connecticut 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC7-9 Please see our responses to comments OC7-1, OC7-3, and OC7-5.  
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OC7 – Audubon Connecticut 
 

Organizations and Companies Comments 

As described above, the final EIS has been expanded to incorporate 
additional information on species occurrence in the vicinity of the proposed 
Project.  This information was incorporated into our assessment of impacts, 
as described throughout the final EIS.    

 
 
 
 
 
 
OC7-10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-726



OC8 – New England Energy Alliance 
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OC8 – New England Energy Alliance 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
OC8-1 Thank you for identifying this report.  We considered this report in the 

revisions to Section 1.1 of the final EIS.  We also revised that section to 
include the most up-to-date projections available at the time of final EIS 
preparation. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see our response to comment OC8-1.OC8-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The information referred to by the commentor regarding the potential 
decrease in Canadian natural gas exports is consistent with the projections 
from several other studies reported in Section 1.1 of the final EIS. 

OC8-3 
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OC8 – New England Energy Alliance 
 

Organizations and Companies Comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-729



OC9 – The Maritime Aquarium at Norwalk 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC9-1 Thank you for your comments.  Section 3.3.4 of the final EIS has been 

updated based on this information. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC9-2 Please see our response to comment OC9-1.
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OC9 – The Maritime Aquarium at Norwalk 

Organizations and Companies Comments 
 

Thank you for your comment.  Sections 3.3.1.2 (benthos) and 3.3.2.2 
(fisheries) of the final EIS describe potential impacts to biological 
resources that may serve as prey items.  Operation of the proposed Project 
would be expected to result in a negligible impact on prey species, 
including ichthyoplankton (less than 0.1 percent of the standing stock in the 
central basin of Long Island Sound) and juvenile and adult fish. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC9-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-731



OC10 – Repsol Energy  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC10-1 For comparison purposes, only the additional gas (0.4 bcfd) is relevant.  

Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS has been modified to reflect that 
approximately 0.7 bcfd of natural gas from the Canaport LNG Terminal 
would be delivered to the Maritimes & Northeast pipeline and would be 
available for transport and delivery by all pipelines interconnected with the 
Maritimes & Northeast pipeline system. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
OC10-2 Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS has been revised to provide additional 

information on the Canaport LNG Terminal and the infrastructure required 
to transport natural gas from the terminal to the region that the Broadwater 
Project would serve, if implemented.  The target markets for the 
Broadwater Project are New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut.  
New York City is the largest of the three and also the one that would 
require the most infrastructure upgrades to receive Canaport gas.  To 
transport significantly more natural gas from Connecticut south to Long 
Island and New York City, the IGTS pipeline would need to be modified to 
increase its volume.  We determined that those infrastructure changes 
would result in greater impacts than those of the proposed Project. 
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OC10 – Repsol Energy  
 

Organizations and Companies Comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N-733



OC11 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 
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OC11 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 
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OC11 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC11-1 The Sandia assessment referred to in the comment was conducted 

specifically for the proposed Cabrillo Port Project.  We have revised 
Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS to compare the Cabrillo Port analysis to the 
risk analyses conducted for the proposed Broadwater FSRU.  In summary, 
due to project-specific differences, which include tank sizes, spill sizes, and 
operating environments, the consequence analysis specific to the Cabrillo 
FSRU is not applicable to the proposed Broadwater Project. 
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OC11 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 
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OC11 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 
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OC11 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 
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OC11 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 
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OC11 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC11-2 As described in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), if 

FERC provides Broadwater with initial authorization for the Project, the 
Coast Guard would prepare a proposal to obtain additional personnel and 
equipment to implement its safety and security recommendations.  The 
Coast Guard provides escorts for LNG carriers elsewhere in the country 
and for some other privately owned vessels, such as gasoline tankers.  The 
Coast Guard would not seek the assistance of municipalities in escorting 
carriers.  Municipalities would be invited to assist in development of the 
Emergency Response Plan, as described below, but they would not be 
involved in providing security for the LNG carriers. 

As described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS Broadwater would be 
required to prepare an Emergency Response Plan; development of the plan 
would include participation by federal, state, and local agencies, and the 
level of involvement of those agencies in response to an emergency would 
be determined at that stage.  The plan would need to be approved by FERC 
before Broadwater could receive approval to begin construction.  If the 
needed resources are not available and properly funded, FERC and the 
Coast Guard would not allow the Project to go into operation.  The 
Emergency Response Plan would include a Cost-Sharing Plan, as described 
in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, to provide funding for agency 
participation in emergency response actions. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC11-3 All Project emissions would comply with federal and state regulations and 

Project-specific permitting requirements.  For additional details on 
potential impacts of emissions, please see our response to comment LE4-2. 
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OC11 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 

 
OC11-4 Section 3.9.1.1 of the final EIS discusses current ambient air quality.
 
OC11-5 Section 3.9.1.2 of the final EIS has been updated to provide additional 

detail on air emissions and coordination between Broadwater and the 
federal and state agencies responsible for identifying appropriate mitigation 
(namely EPA and NYSDEC). 

 
 
 
 
OC11-6 Our assessment, as described in Section 3.9.1 of the final EIS, indicates that 

Project emissions would have a negligible impact on regional air quality, 
and there is no indication of any impact to human health. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
OC11-7 The incident that occurred on August 2005 in Nigeria was not associated 

with an LNG pipeline; it involved a high-pressure natural gas supply 
pipeline.  The incident was widely reported as an LNG incident because the 
pipeline that ruptured provided natural gas to Nigeria Liquefied Natural 
Gas (NLNG).  NLNG operates a liquefaction plant that produces LNG 
from natural gas. 

The Maryland incident referred to did not involve an LNG pipeline.  The 
explosion was due to a natural gas leak that was reportedly caused by 
changes in natural gas composition after a local gas company switched to 
LNG as its gas source.  FERC investigated The Washington Gas Light 
(WGL) assertion that gas composition was a “key contributing factor” to 
gas system leaks.  We found that the application of hot tar and the increase 
in operating pressures on WGL’s distribution system were the principal 
causative factors of the leaks experienced in Prince George’s County, 
Maryland, since the reactivation of the Cove Point LNG Terminal. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC11-8 We have addressed most of the issues raised in this comment in our 

response above to comment OC11-7.  However, we revised Section 2.4.2 
of the final EIS to provide additional information on the agreement 
between IGTS and Broadwater to address gas interchangeability issues as 
documented in the IGTS letter dated April 11, 2006 and filed in the FERC 
docket for the Project. 
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OC11 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC11-9 The Coast Guard has made the preliminary determination that operation of 

the FSRU and the LNG carriers in the waterways proposed for use by the 
Project would be manageable with implementation of the recommended 
mitigation measures (see Section 8.4 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final 
EIS]).  As described in Section 3.10 of the final EIS, the Coast Guard 
would periodically inspect the FSRU and would inspect each incoming 
LNG carrier; in addition, FERC would conduct inspections of the FSRU.  
One of the primary purposes of these inspections would be to find and 
correct any problems associated with operation of the FSRU or the LNG 
carriers. 
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OC11 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 
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OC11 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC11-10 The British Petroleum pipeline incident involved oil pipelines that were not 

regulated as interstate pipelines.  However, as described in Section 3.10.9.1 
of the final EIS, the design, construction, operation, maintenance, and 
testing of the Broadwater pipeline would be conducted in accordance with 
the regulatory requirements of an interstate gas pipeline.  Sections 3.10.2.1 
through 3.10.2.4 of the final EIS address the regulatory requirements for 
the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of the FSRU and the 
YMS.  We have included a recommendation in Section 3.10.2.2 which 
would require that the facility be subject to regular FERC staff technical 
reviews and site inspections on at least an annual basis throughout the life 
of the facility. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Organizations and Companies Comments 
 N-745



OC11 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 

 
OC11-11 As described in the final EIS, the applicant, Broadwater Energy LLC and 

Broadwater Pipeline LLC, would pay for construction and operation of the 
proposed Project, including implementation of all mitigation measures and 
regulatory compliance designed to avoid and minimize potential 
environmental impacts throughout the 30-year life of the proposed Project. 

 
 
 
 
 
OC11-12 As stated in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, Broadwater would be required 

to develop an Emergency Response Plan that includes a Cost-Sharing Plan 
to provide funding for federal, state, and local agency participation in 
emergency response actions.   

We have addressed potential impacts to people and property in the final 
EIS for the proposed Project; however, legal issues related to financial 
liability are not included in our environmental review process and therefore 
have not been addressed in the EIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC11-13 Section 3.10.1 of the final EIS provides information on the properties of 

LNG and natural gas.  As noted in the section, when released on water, 
LNG does not mix with water but rapidly vaporizes (regasifies) to natural 
gas.  The resultant natural gas would either readily burn (if an ignition 
source is present) or form a vapor that would either quickly dissipate or 
burn if it encounters an ignition source and the gas-to-air ratio is sufficient 
to allow ignition (5 to 15 percent).  Thus, an accidental or intentional LNG 
release may result in a temporary impact to the environment, but would 
likely not require longer-term remedial clean-up actions.  Additional 
information on the potential environmental impacts of an LNG release is 
provided throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS. 
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OC11 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 

OC11-14 Please see our response to comment OC11-2.
 
 
OC11-15 Please see our response to comment OC11-13.
 
OC11-16 As stated in Section 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS and in Section 4.3.5 of the 

WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the design basis for the YMS is a 100-
year storm, which equates to a Category 5 hurricane on the Saffir-Simpson 
hurricane scale.   

 
 
 
 
OC11-17 The EIS was not prepared by Broadwater.  Section 1.1 of the EIS presents 

FERC’s analysis of need in the region.  In addition, in Section 1.1.5.4 of 
the final EIS, we have addressed the January 2006 and March 2007 
Synapse reports, updates to the report, and additional information provided 
by Synapse during the public comment period. 
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OC11 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 
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OC11 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC11-18 The 30-mile radius suggested by the commentor is not applicable to the 

Broadwater Project.  As described in Section 3.10.3.2 of the final EIS and 
in Section 1.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the public could 
experience burns at locations up to 1 mile from a pool fire (the worst-case 
heat hazard distance, or Sandia Zone 2).  Section 3.10.3.2 also lists the 
maximum extent of an unignited vapor cloud (Hazard Zone 3) as 4.7 miles 
from the FSRU, and Section 1.4.3 of the WSR lists a maximum Hazard 
Zone 3 distance of 4.3 miles from a release from an LNG carrier.  
However, FERC staff believe that scenarios that would cause a large 
enough hole to result in a vapor cloud of this extent would require the use 
of explosives.  Therefore, an ignition source would be present to ignite the 
vaporized LNG and create an LNG pool fire; there would not be a vapor 
cloud.  Even if an unignited vapor cloud would be present 4.7 miles from 
the FSRU, that would still leave more than 4 miles between the edge of the 
cloud and the nearest shoreline.  If a release from an LNG carrier along the 
proposed route occurred and the maximum size unignited vapor cloud 
formed, it could extend onshore in some areas until reaching an ignition 
source, but there would not be a “30 mile dispersion” that “could create 
havoc and great death.”  The individual resource sections throughout 
Section 3.0 of the final EIS provide information on potential impacts due to 
ignition of a vapor cloud within Hazard Zone 3. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC11-19 The safety and security analysis performed during the development of the 

WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) included potential terrorist actions as 
described in Section 5.5 of the WSR.  Sabotage can be considered a 
terrorist activity and was therefore considered in concept in the Coast 
Guard’s assessment of security and safety. 
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OC11 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Richard Clarke’s report relates to other LNG facilities and locations, 
specifically to LNG in urban areas.  The proposed location of the FSRU is 
more than 9 miles from the nearest shoreline and even farther from the 
nearest population center.  The security and safety assessments conducted 
by the Coast Guard and reported in the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) 
are specific to the FSRU and LNG carriers and incorporate some of the 
concepts mentioned in the Clarke report. 

OC11-20 
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OC11 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Organizations and Companies Comments 
 N-751



OC11 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC11-21 Section 1.1 of the final EIS provides information on energy demand and 

supply in the region that would be served by Broadwater if the Project is 
implemented.  Section 4.0 of the final EIS provides our assessment of 
alternatives.  Although some alternatives or combinations of alternatives to 
the Project could meet the energy needs of the region, those alternatives 
would result in greater environmental impacts than those of the proposed 
Project. 

 
 
 
 
 

Organizations and Companies Comments 
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OC11 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 

Organizations and Companies Comments 
 

Details of the protocols for the Coast Guard, Broadwater, and state and 
local agencies would be included in the Emergency Response Plan that 
would be developed, as described in response to comment OC11-22.  
However, some Coast Guard protocols would be Sensitive Security 
Information and would not be released to the public.  FERC must approve 
the Emergency Response Plan prior to final approval to begin construction. 

Broadwater would be required to develop an Emergency Response Plan as 
described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS.  The plan would address the 
emergency response and security requirements for a wide spectrum of 
scenarios, including worst-case scenarios. 

 
 
OC11-22 
 
 
 
OC11-23 
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OC12 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 
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OC12 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 
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OC12 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 
 

 
Details of the protocol for the Coast Guard, Broadwater, and other 
participating agencies would be included in the Emergency Response Plan 
that would be developed 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.  However, some Coast Guard protocols would be 
Sensitive Security Information and would not be released to the public. 

OC12-1 
 
 
 
 
 
OC12-2 As stated in Section 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS and in Section 4.3.5 of the 

WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the design basis for the YMS, 
including its connection with the FSRU, is a 100-year storm which equates 
to a Category 5 hurricane on the Saffir-Simpson hurricane scale.  An LNG 
carrier would not be present in any of the waterways used by the Project 
during a major storm such as a hurricane.  Incoming LNG carriers would 
remain at sea, outside Long Island Sound, until there is a sufficient time 
span of suitable weather for the carrier to enter and complete berthing, 
unloading, deberthing, and departure transit.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC12-3 Please see our response to comment OC11-1.
 
OC12-4 Section 3.2 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) describes the 

proposed routes that would be used by the LNG carriers and identifies the 
areas within the hazard zones along the transit route.  We also would like to 
remind the commentor that the public comment meetings are designed to 
allow the public to comment on the draft EIS.  When a large number of 
speakers are involved, the forum is not conducive to a question-and-answer 
format.  Although the Coast Guard and FERC did respond on occasion, 
particularly when a commentor made an inaccurate statement, neither the 
Coast Guard nor FERC responded to the vast majority of verbal comments 
at the meetings. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC12-5 Please see our response to OC11-7.
 
 
OC12-6 Please see our response to comment OC12-5.  The issue about molecular 

differences in natural gas adversely impacting rubber seals in old pipelines 
is not applicable to the Broadwater Project and is not addressed in the EIS. 
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OC12 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Section 3.10.4.1 of the final EIS lists LNG carrier incidents.  Historically, 
in more than 44,000 transits performed by LNG carriers, there is not a 
single example of a significant LNG release.

OC12-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 Both the draft and final EISs were prepared by experienced scientists and 

engineers in compliance with NEPA guidelines, CEQ regulations for 
implementing NEPA, and FERC’s regulations for implementing NEPA.  
We have revised the final EIS to address the issues raised by commentors 
where appropriate, including comments made by scientists with Long 
Island Sound expertise.  FERC is neither a proponent nor an opponent of 
the Project, as suggested by the commentor.  We consider the commentor’s 
statement that FERC is “ramming Broadwater” down the throats of the 
people of the region to be wholly inaccurate and not reflective of the 
extensive efforts by the state and federal agencies involved in performing 
the review of the Project. 

 
 
OC12-8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC12-9 Broadwater submitted a coastal consistency certification to NYSDOS and 

to FERC that addresses the 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. 
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OC12 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 
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OC12 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 
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OC12 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 
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OC12 – South Fork Groundwater Task Force 
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OC13 – Group for the South Fork 
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OC13 – Group for the South Fork 
 

 
OC13-1 The Commission is responsible for reviewing applications for natural gas 

pipeline projects and LNG terminal projects, as required by the NGA and 
the EPAct of 2005.  If a nationwide assessment were conducted, it would 
certainly identify the New York City region as a market in need of 
additional natural gas both for projected growth and for needed reliability.  
Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates multiple alternative systems and 
terminal locations for providing a new energy source to the region. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
OC13-2 The comment that the safety and security of the FSRU and LNG carriers 

would be “left to the private sector” is incorrect.  As stated in 
Section 5.2.2.2 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the Coast Guard 
is responsible for accomplishing the tasks that by law, only the Coast 
Guard is authorized to conduct, but may share other law enforcement 
responsibilities with state or local law enforcement agencies.  Enforcement 
of the safety and security zones is a law enforcement function that cannot 
be delegated to private security forces.  Private security forces could 
provide notification to vessels approaching the safety and security zone 
around the FSRU and provide onboard security for the FSRU, but private 
security forces cannot act as law enforcement representatives.  Broadwater 
would provide funding for state or local law enforcement agencies for their 
involvement in the Emergency Response Plan, and for enforcing the safety 
and security zone as described in Section 6.2.3.2 of the WSR (Appendix C 
of the final EIS) and in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC13-3 As explicitly described in the final EIS, preparation of the EIS and the 

WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) included consideration of the existing 
literature regarding various LNG release scenarios and terrorist threats.  
Specifically, Section 5 of the WSR addresses risk associated with the 
proposed Project, including potential aerial attack scenarios and the use of 
stand-off weapons (Section 5.3).  In addition, Section 5 of the WSR 
includes risk management strategies.  The Coast Guard has made a 
preliminary determination that the risks associated with the FSRU and 
LNG carriers would be manageable with implementation of its 
recommended mitigation measures (see Section 8.4 of the WSR).  Further, 
both the WSR (Section 1.4) and the EIS (Section 3.10.3) address worst-
case accident scenarios and have listed previous LNG-related incidents. 
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OC13 – Group for the South Fork 
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OC13 – Group for the South Fork 
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OC13 – Group for the South Fork 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC13-4 The waterways suitability assessment conducted by the Coast Guard and 

reported in the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) includes a Project-
specific security assessment.  Although it is not possible to eliminate all 
threats to security, as stated in Section 8.4 of the WSR, the Coast Guard 
considered the risks of operation of the FSRU and LNG carriers and made 
the preliminary determination that with implementation of its 
recommended mitigation measures, the risks would be manageable.   
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OC13 – Group for the South Fork 
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N-767



OC14 – Norwalk River Watershed Association, Inc. 
 

 
OC14-1 As partially acknowledged by the commentor, the EIS describes potential 

Project-related impacts to fish eggs and larvae (Section 3.3.2.2) fish 
populations (Section 3.3.2.2), property values (Section 3.5.6.5), and safety 
and security (Section 3.10 and Appendix C).  With implementation of 
Broadwater’s proposed mitigation measures and our recommendations 
identified in the final EIS, these impacts would be minor.

 
 
 
 
 
OC14-2 Section 4.0 of the final EIS describes a wide variety of alternatives to the 

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

 
 
 
 
 
OC14-3 FERC, with input from our cooperating agencies, has included many 

recommendations in the EIS that would avoid and minimize impacts and 
enhance safety and security.  Implementation of these conditions would 
result in minimal impact on the existing environment of Long Island 
Sound.  It is especially important to recognize that the water quality 
problems in the Sound are primarily related to nutrient enrichment from 
wastewater treatment plants.  Continued efforts to improve nitrogen 
removal will continue to improve the Sound’s water quality.  We do not 
believe that the Project would exacerbate eutrophication of the Sound. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC14-4 The Coast Guard and FERC have evaluated the technologies proposed for 

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

Further, as stated in Sections 2.1.1.1, 2.3.1.1, 3.10.2.1, and 3.10.2.2 of the 
final EIS, federal regulations, industry standards, and classification society 
rules would govern the safe design, construction, and operation of the 
FSRU.  Projects that provide energy also add to the total emission of 
greenhouse gases, but we do not have any evidence that the proposed 
design of the Broadwater Project would unduly exacerbate global warming.  
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OC15 – Miller Marine Services  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC15-1 We would like to clarify that neither the draft EIS nor the final EIS address 

Broadwater’s specific claims of homeowners saving money.  However, we 
address the general issue of price stability in Section 1.1 of the final EIS.  
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OC16 – Long Island MidSuffolk Business Action 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC16-1 Thank you for your comments.  
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OC17 – Norwalk River Watershed Initiative 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC17-1 Thank you for your comment.  Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS discusses 

potential impacts to a wide variety of finfish species in Long Island Sound, 
including diadromous species such as the alewife, American eel, blueback 
herring, and sea-run brown trout.  As stated in the final EIS, the primary 
impact to finfish species would be entrainment/impingement.  Based on 
these data and the volume of water taken in, the total potential 
impingement/ entrainment of ichthyoplankton would be less than 0.1 
percent of the estimated total ichthyoplankton stock in the central basin of 
Long Island Sound.  This represents a negligible long-term impact on 
ichthyoplankton and on the general fisheries resources of the Sound.   
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