
OC18 – Greenport Seafood Dock, Inc. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Impacts to commercial fishing are discussed in Sections 3.5.5.2, 3.6.8.1, 
and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS.  Section 3.6.8.1 has been updated to include a 
discussion on impacts to vessels such as the commentor’s vessel Illusion 
(for example, displacement, lost gear, and income loss).  We anticipate that 
such losses would be covered by the compensation package that 
Broadwater would negotiate with commercial fishermen (see 
Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS).   

OC18-1 
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OC18 – Greenport Seafood Dock, Inc. 
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OC18 – Greenport Seafood Dock, Inc. 
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OC18 – Greenport Seafood Dock, Inc. 
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OC18 – Greenport Seafood Dock, Inc. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As stated in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, Broadwater would financially 
compensate commercial fishermen for lost trawl income due to the location 
of the FSRU relative to designated trawl lanes.  As for lost trawl income 
due to LNG carrier transit, the proposed 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 in the Sound at any 
one time.  The entire transit path of an LNG carrier would not be an 
exclusion zone.  The amount of time required for the 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), and the only exclusion area along the transit 
route between the Race and the proposed location of the FSRU would be 
the 2,040 acre (3.2 square-mile) area around the single LNG carrier moving 
though the Sound.  All other portions of the Sound, including the transit 
route in front of and behind the carrier’s safety and security zone, would be 
available for use. 

OC18-2 
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OC18 – Greenport Seafood Dock, Inc. 
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OC19 - Cross Sound Cable Company, LLC 
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OC19 - Cross Sound Cable Company, LLC 
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OC19 - Cross Sound Cable Company, LLC 
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OC19 - Cross Sound Cable Company, LLC 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC19-1 Section 5.1.5 of the final EIS includes a recommendation requiring that 

Broadwater negotiate a site-specific utility crossing plan to the satisfaction 
of the owner of each affected linear utility prior to pipeline construction.  
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OC19 - Cross Sound Cable Company, LLC 
 

 
 
 
 
OC19-2 As discussed in Sections 4.4.2 and 4.5.2, the final EIS considers a number 

of variables in evaluating the potential environmental impacts of both the 
proposed and alternative LNG terminal locations and pipeline routes.  The 
commentor is correct in stating that locating the FSRU and sendout 
pipeline 8 to 10 miles west of the proposed location would shorten the 
pipeline length and reduce the associated pipeline construction impacts of 
the pipeline needed to tie-in to the existing IGTS pipeline.  However, the 
sendout pipeline would tie in to the IGTS pipeline much farther upstream 
than the pipeline location proposed by Broadwater.  Section 4.5.1 of the 
final EIS explains that transporting significantly more natural gas through 
this pipeline from a point closer to Connecticut and then south to Long 
Island and New York City would require a combination of pipeline 
modifications and additional compression along the IGTS pipeline in Long 
Island Sound or onshore on Long Island.  Finally, an FSRU sited in 
Connecticut waters would result in greater visual impacts to Connecticut 
coastal residents than the location proposed by Broadwater.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC19-3 Section 4.4.2.2 of the final EIS discusses the positive and negative aspects 

of an alternate FSRU location approximately 4 miles west of the proposed 
FSRU location.  Pipeline installation activities result in an impact to 
approximately 10 acres of seafloor per mile of pipeline, and these 
construction impacts would primarily be temporary to short term.  While 
the alternative FSRU site would result in reduced construction impacts, an 
FSRU located at the alternative site proposed by the commentor would 
increase impacts throughout the 30-year life of the Project, including 
locating the FSRU closer to Long Island and thereby increasing visual 
impacts of the FSRU and transiting LNG carriers.  This longer travel time 
in the Sound also would translate to greater air emissions and an increased 
likelihood of traffic conflicts relative to the Project as proposed.  Finally, 
the final EIS finds that the crossing of a utility cable is achievable without 
incident or significant bottom disturbance with adherence to the specific 
conditions identified in Section 5.2.  After weighing the short-term impacts 
to approximately 40 acres of softbottom substrate against the long-term 
impacts to visual resources, air emissions, and other impacts of longer 
carrier transits in Long Island Sound, we must conclude that the alternative 
location does not provide a significant advantage over the proposed 
location. 
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OC19 - Cross Sound Cable Company, LLC 
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OC19 - Cross Sound Cable Company, LLC 
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OC19 - Cross Sound Cable Company, LLC 
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OC19 - Cross Sound Cable Company, LLC 
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OC19 - Cross Sound Cable Company, LLC 
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OC19 - Cross Sound Cable Company, LLC 
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OC19 - Cross Sound Cable Company, LLC 
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OC19 - Cross Sound Cable Company, LLC 
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OC1 – Wading River Civic Association 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC20-1 Although the Commission did not extend the formal comment period 

beyond January 23, 2007, we will review and consider all comments 
received until the Commission meets to formally consider the Project.  We 
have responded to comments on the draft EIS received between November 
2006 and November 2007. 

 
 
 
 
 
OC20-2 Our environmental reviews included assessments of potential impacts of 

construction and both normal and abnormal operation of the proposed 
Project, as reported in the EIS.  We evaluated the potential for impacts 
based on the basic design of the Project, including the footprints of the 
proposed facilities, proposed operation of the Project, accidental releases, 
and all other relevant aspects of the Project.   

As stated in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, if FERC provides initial 
authorization for the Project, Broadwater would be required to work with 
the appropriate federal, state, and local agencies to prepare an Emergency 
Response Plan that would include funding provisions for agency 
participation in emergency response and security actions.  Broadwater 
would also prepare a Facility Response Plan (as outlined in 33 CFR 154) 
and a Facility Security Plan (as outlined in 33 CFR 101-105).  If the plans 
are not sufficient or if there is no agreement on funding, FERC would not 
authorize Broadwater to continue with the Project. 

Broadwater’s preliminary lighting plan is now included in the docket for 
the Project.  Consideration of this plan is included in our analysis of 
impacts to visual resources in Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC20-3 The resolution of third-party transactions are beyond the scope of our 

environmental review process and therefore are not addressed in the final 
EIS.  
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OC1 – Wading River Civic Association 
 

 
OC20-4 If the Project receives initial authorization to proceed, prior to initiation of 

construction Broadwater would work with federal, state, and local agencies 
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 planning teams would identify the equipment and 
resources needed to implement the plans; as discussed in Section 3.10.6 of 
the EIS, the Emergency Response Plan, would include a Cost-Sharing plan 
that would address 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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC20-5 Liability issues are beyond the scope of our environmental review.
 
OC20-6 The commentor has accurately noted that the Coast Guard would need 

additional resources to implement the mitigation measures for managing 
the risks associated with operation of the FSRU and the LNG carriers.  As 
described in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), if 
FERC authorizes the Broadwater Project, the Coast Guard would prepare a 
proposal to obtain additional personnel and equipment to implement its 
safety and security recommendations.  Neither FERC nor the Coast Guard 
would allow operation of the Project until the appropriate safety and 
security measures are in place. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC20-7 Section 3.6.8.7 of the final EIS has been revised to address the economic 

impact of a catastrophic event associated with the proposed Project.    
 
OC20-8 Responses to the specific technical comments by the experts who testified 

before the Connecticut LNG Task Force are provided in Table 2.2-5 
(Appendix N in this final EIS).  

 
 
 
OC20-9 Section 2.4.4.4 of the final EIS has been revised to provide this 

information.  

Organizations and Companies Comments 
 N-792



OC1 – Wading River Civic Association 
 

Organizations and Companies Comments 
 

The required plans described in our response to comment OC20-11 would 
address the use of ammonia on the FSRU.  Section 3.10.2.4 of the final EIS 
addresses the potential consequences of an accidental release of ammonia 
on the FSRU.   

Sections 2.1.1.6 and 3.10.2.4 of the final EIS address the use of odorant on 
the FSRU.  If Broadwater receives initial authorization from FERC, it 
would be required to prepare an Emergency Response Plan (see Section 
3.10.6 of the final EIS), an SPCC plan (see Section 3.2.2.1 of the final 
EIS), and a hazardous materials Facility Response Plan (as outlined in 33 
CFR 154).  These plans would address the use and potential for release of 
hazardous and toxic materials, including the odorant used, and the 
emergency response procedures that would be followed if an incident were 
to occur during operation of the Project.  FERC must approve the 
Emergency Response Plan prior to final approval to begin construction.  
Consequently, Broadwater would have approved plans for the transport, 
storage, and use of odorants prior to operation. 

Section 2.4.2 of the final EIS has been revised to include additional 
information on gas interchangeability.  Regardless of the source country, 
natural gas delivered into the IGTS pipeline would be required to meet the 
tariff requirements. 

 
OC20-10 
 
 
 
 
 
OC20-11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC20-12 
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OC21 – Giuliani Partners, LLC 
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OC21 – Giuliani Partners, LLC 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC21-1 Thank you for your comments.
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OC21 – Giuliani Partners, LLC 
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OC22 – South Nassau Communities Hospital 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC22-1 Thank you for your comments.
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OC22 – South Nassau Communities Hospital 
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OC23 – New York City Economic Development Corporation 
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OC23 – New York City Economic Development Corporation 
 

Organizations and Companies Comments 
 

Thank you for your comments. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC23-1 
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OC24 – Connecticut Harbor Management Association 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC24-1 All fixed facilities associated with the Project are located entirely within 

the state of New York’s coastal zone.  Only the proposed moving safety 
and security zone surrounding an LNG carrier could extend into 
Connecticut waters when deviating from the planned transit route in 
response to traffic or weather conditions within Long Island Sound.  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 
affecting Connecticut state waters.  A coastal state’s authority to review 
federal authorizations under the CZMA is approved through the Office of 
Ocean and Coastal Resource Management (OCRM) National Ocean 
Service, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA).  A 
coastal program must apply for and receive authorization to review 
proposed activities in other states.  The Commission has no legal authority 
to grant Connecticut a formal role under the CZMA. 
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OC24 – Connecticut Harbor Management Association 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC24-2 Please see our response to comment OC24-1.
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OC24 – Connecticut Harbor Management Association 
 

 
 
 
 
OC24-3 The proposed FSRU would be located in New York waters approximately 

0.6 mile from the New York/ Connecticut boundary.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC24-4 The individual resource sections in Section 3.0 of the final EIS have been 

revised to provide additional information on the potential impacts of LNG 
carrier transits.  Sections 3.3.1 (benthic resources), 3.3.2 (fisheries 
resources), 3.3.3 (fisheries of special concern), 3.3.4 (marine mammals), 
3.3.5 (avian species), and 3.4 (threatened and endangered species) of the 
final EIS, among other sections, discuss potential impacts to the resources 
of Long Island Sound independent of state lines. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see our response to comment OC24-1.  OC24-5 
 
 
OC24-6 Please see our response to comment OC24-1.  
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OC24 – Connecticut Harbor Management Association 
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OC24 – Connecticut Harbor Management Association 
 

Organizations and Companies Comments 
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OC25 – Connecticut Harbor Management Association 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC25-1 All fixed facilities associated with the Project are located entirely within 

the state of New York’s coastal zone.  Only the proposed safety and 
security zones would extend into Connecticut waters.  As described in 
Section 3.5.7.1 of the EIS, the Coast Guard determined that the State of 
Connecticut effectively waived its right for a coastal consistency 
determination.  See also response to SA6-4.   
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OC25 – Connecticut Harbor Management Association 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC25-2 We have encouraged technical input from Connecticut state agencies to 

assist in determining the relevant issues to consider in developing this final 
EIS.  We believe that all coastal effects, regardless of the state boundary, 
have been analyzed and are included in this analysis.   
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OC25 – Connecticut Harbor Management Association 
 

 
 
 
 
 
OC25-3 The individual resource sections in Section 3.0 of the final EIS have been 

revised to provide additional information on the potential impacts of LNG 
carrier transits.     

 
 
 
 
 
 

The ability of a state to review for consistency activities that occur within 
an adjacent state is only possible if that state is granted that authority by the 
Department of Commerce.  In general, it is expected that the coastal effects 
of a project fall within the scope of a NEPA analysis and are covered in the 
EIS.  Further, the consistency review by the state in which the project 
resides should be fundamentally inclusive of the adjacent state’s concerns 
regarding coastal impacts.  However, it is possible that differences may 
exist between states regarding coastal policies.   

OC25-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC25-5 We have addressed the issue of the Connecticut Coastal Zone Management 

Program consistency review in response to comment OC24-1.    
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OC25 – Connecticut Harbor Management Association 
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OC26 – Southern New England Fishermen’s and Lobstermen’s Association 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC26-1 Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS has been updated to provide additional 

information on the potential impacts to commercial fishing in the Race and 
in other areas of the Sound.  This assessment includes lobster fishing, 
trawling, and hand line fishing.  Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS has been 
updated to include a discussion on impacts to commercial lobstermen from 
the proposed moving safety and security zones around LNG carriers as they 
enter and exit the Sound.  This analysis considers the potential that other 
large vessels entering or exiting the Race may alter course, taking them 
through areas with high lobster pot density.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC26-2 Please see our response to comment OC26-1.   
 
 
OC26-3 Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS addresses the potential impacts on marine 

traffic of the LNG carriers and their proposed safety and security zones.  .  
As stated in that section, some vessels could experience minor delays if 
they were transiting the Race at the same time that a carrier is passing 
through; there would be room in the Race for some vessels while an LNG 
carrier is present with its safety and security zone.  Fishing boats would not 
be delayed for hours, as the carrier and its associated safety and security 
zone would pass a single point within approximately 15 minutes.  If the 
Coast Guard issues a Letter of Recommendation finding the Project 
Waterway to be suitable for LNG marine traffic, as part of the proposed 
moving safety and security zone the Coast Guard would conduct routine 
Broadcast Notice to Mariners, notifying the public of implementation of the 
safety and security zones and the impending LNG carrier transit.  
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OC26 – Southern New England Fishermen’s and Lobstermen’s Association 
 

Organizations and Companies Comments 
 

Please see our response to comment OC26-1.  As described in Section 
3.6.8.1 of the final EIS, Broadwater would be offering a compensation 
package to affected fishermen, and we do not anticipate that 
implementation of the Project would result in more than a minor economic 
impact to some fishermen.   

Please see our responses to comments OC26-1 and OC26-4.    

OC26-4 
 
 
 
 
OC26-5 
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OC27 – Norwalk Shellfish Commission 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC27-1 Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to more fully describe 

potential noise impacts associated with pile-driving.  Construction activities 
would occur during fall and winter, approximately 9 to 10 miles from 
shore.  In addition, the final EIS includes a recommendation that 
Broadwater coordinate with NMFS to develop adequate mitigation 
measures to minimize potential impacts of underwater noise during 
construction and operation.   
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OC27 – Norwalk Shellfish Commission 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC27-2 As described in Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS, FERC has included a 

recommendation that Broadwater actively backfill the trench to avoid and 
minimize potential impacts of an open trench.   

 
 
OC27-3 As stated in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, the subsea pipeline would be 

actively backfilled.  Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS has been substantially 
expanded to more thoroughly describe the minor and highly localized 
impacts associated with water temperature.  As discussed throughout 
Section 3.3 of the final EIS, thermal impacts to biological resources would 
be minor and extremely localized. 

 
 
 
 
OC27-4 Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS has been updated to provide a more 

complete discussion of potential impacts to lobsters, based on recent field 
studies.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
OC27-5 Section 2.1.1.6 of the final EIS describes the use of odorant (mercaptans) 

on the FSRU.  If the Project is authorized by FERC, Broadwater would 
need to develop an SPCC plan (see Section 3.2.2.1 of the final EIS), and a 
hazardous materials Facility Response Plan (as outlined in 33 CFR 154).  
These plans would address the use and potential for release of hazardous 
and toxic materials, including the odorant used, and the emergency 
response procedures that would be followed if an incident were to occur 
during operation of the Project.  If the plans are not sufficient or if either 
FERC or the Coast Guard has additional concerns regarding safety, 
security, or environmental impacts associated with implementation of the 
plans, FERC would not authorize Broadwater to operate the Project.  
Consequently, prior to construction, Broadwater would have approved 
plans for the transport, storage, and use of odorants. 
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OC27 – Norwalk Shellfish Commission 
 

 
 
 
OC27-6 Vessel traffic data in Section 3.7.1.3 of the final EIS and in Section 2.2 of 

the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) were obtained from many sources.  
The only analysis that used traffic data for 1 day per month was the 
development of the vessel track lines depicted in Figures 2-5 and 2-6 of the 
WSR and Figures 3.7-2 and 3.7-3 in the final EIS.  The Automated 
Identification System (AIS) data supporting the vessel track line 
presentation are extensive, and simultaneous plotting of every day of a year 
would not be decipherable on an illustration.  However, the tabular 
information in Section 3.7.1.3 of the final EIS and in Section 2.2 of the 
WSR for vessel port calls is based on cumulative data by year, and the AIS 
vessel traffic density charts in Appendix E to the WSR use all AIS data for 
a year, sorted by month.  The vessel track lines based on limited data 
closely align with the vessel density patterns based on the complete data 
and therefore are representative of normal vessel traffic patterns.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC27-7 Impacts to commercial fishing are addressed in Sections 3.5.2.2 and 3.7.1.4 

of the final EIS.  As noted in those sections, interruptions to these activities 
would be localized and brief during carrier transits.  The associated 
potential for economic impacts to commercial fishing due to the proposed 
safety and security zones around the FSRU and the LNG carriers is 
addressed in Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS, including potential impacts to 
commercial lobster fishing and commercial trawling.  As described in 
Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS, Broadwater would offer a compensation 
package to affected fishermen, and we anticipate that implementation of the 
Project would result in no more than a minor economic impact to some 
fishermen.   
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OC27 – Norwalk Shellfish Commission 
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The FSRU would be designed and built in accordance with established 
codes and standards as described in Section 3.10.2.1 of the EIS.  As with 
any crude oil or petroleum product tanker or LNG carrier, the FSRU would 
be designed to shed the effects of lightning strikes.   

 
 
 
 
 
OC27-8 
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OC28 – Nassau Hiking & Outdoor Club, Inc.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC28-1 FERC, with input from cooperating agencies, has included many 

recommendations in the final EIS that if implemented, would result in 
minimal impacts.  The Project would not affect tidal wetlands or the 
ongoing efforts to reduce nitrogen pollution from wastewater treatment 
plants.   

 
 
 
 
OC28-2 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.   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC28-3 The EIS concluded that fish eggs and larvae would be killed by entrainment 

and impingement in water intakes, although the magnitude would be minor.  
Discharges from the FSRU would not be heated, and these discharges 
would be monitored to comply with SPDES permitting requirements 
designed to protect the environment.     
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OC28 – Nassau Hiking & Outdoor Club, Inc.  
 

 
 
 
OC28-4 We concluded that there would be an impact.  However, with 

implementation of our recommendations those impacts would not be 
significant.  Please see our response to comment OC28-3.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
OC28-5 The potential that authorization of the proposed Project could serve as a 

precedent for further industrialization of the waters of Long Island Sound is 
addressed in Section 3.5.2.2 of the final EIS.

 
 
 
 
 
 
OC28-6 As described in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, Broadwater is proposing to 

provide natural gas to the region, not just to Long Island.  The section 
provides a summary of the energy supply and demand in the region and 
discusses several of the projects referred to by the commentor.  The section 
concludes that these projects cannot meet the energy needs of the region 
without greater environmental impact than the proposed Broadwater 
Project.  Section 4.0 of the final EIS further addresses these and other 
projects as potential alternatives to the proposed Project.   
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OC28 – Nassau Hiking & Outdoor Club, Inc.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OC28-7 Responses to the specific technical comments by the experts who testified 

before the Connecticut LNG Task Force are provided in Table 2.2-5 
(Appendix N in this final EIS). 

 
 
 
 
 
OC28-8 Section 1.1.5.4 of the final EIS addresses the March 2006 Synapse report, 

updates to the report, and additional information provided by Synapse 
during the public comment period.  As noted in this section, although we 
agree that the proposed solutions to the long-term energy needs of the 
region presented in the Synapse report are conceptually sound, they are not 
practical for meeting the overall energy demand.  Those projects would 
require major (currently unidentified) commitments of money for 
development of renewable resource energy projects and a major 
commitment by energy users to change use habits, including financial 
commitments to replace existing equipment.   
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OC28 – Nassau Hiking & Outdoor Club, Inc.  
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Sections 3.10.3 and 3.10.4 of the final EIS describe the consequences of an 
accidental or intentional release of LNG from the FSRU and the LNG 
carriers.  The risk assessments in those sections indicate that even with a 
worst-case incident, the hazard zones for the FSRU and along the proposed 
carrier routes would not reach the shoreline.  Each of the resource sections 
in Section 3.0 of the final EIS addresses the potential impacts of an LNG 
release from an LNG carrier along the proposed routes, and the impacts of 
an LNG release from the FSRU would be similar.  Section 3.10.4.4 of the 
final EIS addresses the potential hazards associated with an incident that 
results in an LNG carrier grounding.  As described throughout Section 
3.10, no scenario would support the commentor’s claim that 14 million 
residents of the general area would be at risk if an incident occurred. 

 
 
 
OC28-9 
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