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 At the request of Counsel for Thanks But No Tanks (TBNT) and the 
Islesboro Island Trust (IIT), I have reviewed various documents prepared for 
the Searsport Planning Board and other interested parties regarding a Liquefied 
Petroleum Gas (LPG) Marine Import Terminal and Bulk Storage and 
Distribution Facility proposed by DCP Searsport LLC (DCP) to be located 
along Route One at Mack Point in Searsport, Maine.    
 

As a resource and environmental economist who has worked in Maine 
on related issues since 1978, I will limit my comments to three areas: 

1. the impact of the DCP project on property values in Searsport and 
neighboring communities; 

2. the impact of the DCP project on the current tourism economy of 
Searsport and neighboring communities; 

3. the impact of the DCP project on the future development of the tourism 
economy in Searsport and neighboring communities. 

 
In each of these areas, economic theory and relevant empirical studies 

lead me to different conclusions from those of Colgan (2012) and Fannon 
(2012).  In my professional judgment, the DCP project will reduce property 
values of some primary residences, second (vacation) homes, and tourist-
service businesses in Searsport and beyond.  The impact on tourist service 
business property values will result from and be accompanied by a general 
decline in tourism in Searsport. This impact is likely to extend into the future 
by constraining further development of tourism in the region.  I explain each of 
these conclusions below. 
 
 Note that when assessing future impacts of developments like the DCP 
plan there are not any “technical” or modeling methods of forecasting such 
impacts.  Forecasting components of land use planning requires that analysts 
make reasonable assumptions based on prior experience.  Such assumptions 
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can then be used as inputs in formal modeling, such as Colgan (2012) does, but 
the key element to understand is the nature of the assumptions made.  Such 
assumptions are usually based on some form of comparison or analogy.  In 
economics, we rely on comparisons to behaviors or participants in other similar 
markets or in the specific market of interest in an earlier time.  So much of my 
commentary below will focus on differences in assumptions that I would make 
compared with other analysts the Planning Board has heard from. 
 
 
Property Value Effects 
 
 Colgan (2012, p. 5) assumes that the DCP project will have an assessed 
value of $50 million and that there will be no other property value assessment 
changes attributable to the project. The bases for these assumptions are not 
explained in the report.  He then estimates (Table 7, p. 7) mil rate effects under 
different assumptions about Searsport’s relative shares of County and school 
tax burdens.  His assumption appears to be that there will be no other property 
value changes attributable to the DCP development.  This assumption is 
unrealistic given what we know about real estate market effects of dis-amenities 
like the DCP project.  In economic jargon, the DCP project will have several 
types of “spillover” effects, costs that will fall on neighboring properties both 
in Searsport and beyond, and then will depress prices in future real estate 
transactions.  These spillover costs would come from the visual effects of the 
tank, lighting, noise, and periodic flaring of gas.  They would come from 
increased noise from the facility and from the increased commercial vehicle 
traffic.  And they come from real and perceived risks of accidents at the facility.  
Testimony already provided by a number of homeowners in the area confirms 
that the real estate market has already begun to reflect some of these potential 
spillover costs as risk-averse buyers look elsewhere or defer purchases pending 
fuller knowledge of Searsport’s future development path.  This is precisely the 
effect in the real estate market that the application of economic theory would 
predict. 
 
 In the mid-coast region that includes Searsport, at least three types of 
buyers will be affected by the DCP project: those looking for a primary 
residence, including retirement housing, those looking for a seasonal, second 
residence for recreational use, and those looking for commercial sites to run 
tourism businesses. 
 
 As Fannon (2012) shows, there are no published studies on the effects 
of LPG storage facilities like the DCP project on rural property values or on 
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commercial property values in a region with a significant tourism economy.  
Fannon discusses Boxall et al. (2005) who looked at the effects of oil and gas 
facilities in rural Alberta on property values, though I find that study more 
relevant to the Searsport situation than she does. These are production facilities 
rather than storage tanks, but there are clear analogies between the amenity 
characteristics of the facilities in this study and the DPC proposal. This study 
found that “…the presence of oil and gas facilities can have significant negative 
impacts on the values of neighboring rural residential properties.” (p. 266).  
The property value effects were due to “both hazard and (dis)amenity 
attributes…” of the oil and gas facilities and the effects in Alberta extend 4 km 
from the source.  This study does not address the effects on commercial, 
tourism-based properties where the adverse property value effects will be even 
greater. 
 
 Hodge (2012) studied the effects of ethanol plants in Michigan.  Again, 
these plants would share some, but not all of the risk and dis-amenity attributes 
of the DCP project.  He found “…that ethanol plants may have large negative 
effects, depressing the value of homes as much as 18% and as far as two miles 
away.”  Again, the study only looks at residential property values.  Effects on 
some tourism-based commercial property values will certainly be larger. 
 
 The dilemma that these studies pose is that they do not yield a simple 
assumption we can make about how large these effects would be in Searsport 
and the neighboring communities.  What is certain is that there will be negative 
effects on property values of current owners and that those effects will 
generally be greater closer to the DCP project and smaller further away.  
Properties within the hazard zones identified in the Good Harbor (2013) report 
will suffer the greatest devaluation.  Because these properties will also 
experience the greatest visual and noise impacts, these properties will 
experience very substantial losses in value.  
 
 In summary, economy theory and the published peer reviewed literature 
both strongly support the testimony of realtors and appraisers that the 
proposed terminal will cause substantial reductions in values in nearby 
properties, extending for some distance from the facility. 
 
 
Current Tourism Economy Effects 
  
 While the property value effects on residences come from future willing 
buyers bidding lower prices in the real estate markets, tourism-based 
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commercial property value change come from changes in the viability of the 
tourism industry in the wake of the DCP project. 
 
 Fannon (2012, pp. 35-37) ends her argument about tourism effects by 
suggesting that the context of the DCP project somehow mitigates against any 
significant tourism impacts.  She says, “Where ‘the proposed marine terminal 
will not be alien to the landscape due to the presence of the existing marine 
terminal facility, which acts as an industrial backdrop from many key 
viewpoints,’ the impact on tourism is diminished” (p. 37).  A careful read of the 
report shows that the embedded quotation here is from a pre-construction 
environmental impact assessment for a proposed marine terminal facility in 
Turkey.  So this conclusion is not based on actual experience and it is for a 
different social and economic context than applies in Searsport.   
 

Colgan (2012) also uses a context-based argument to conclude that 
tourism “…impacts will be negligible” (p. 10).  He suggests that there are other 
visually intrusive facilities along the coast of Maine that are compatible with 
tourism and therefore the DCP project would be also.  I do not reach the same 
conclusion. 
 
 Tourism has long been important to the Maine economy and the mid-
coast region in particular.  Public and private entities spend significant 
resources to both promote and understand the tourism sector of the economy.  
As Colgan (2012) points out, “Jobs in Searsport are dominated by the retail 
sector and by the leisure & hospitality (sector)…” (p. 2).  So, potential impacts 
of the DCP project on tourism will be significant and should be of interest to 
everyone in the town. 
 
 Colgan (2012) is right to focus on visual effects of the DPC project, for 
those are likely to have a large effect on tourism along with noise, air pollution, 
increased truck traffic, and safety concerns.  An accident at the site would have 
catastrophic effects on the tourism economy, effects that would persist over 
time.  The Thomaston or South Portland circumstances he cites do not have 
the same set of impacts; moreover, tourism in those locations differs 
considerably from the Searsport or the larger Penobscot Bay region.   
 

To understand these differences it is important to see what motivates 
visitors to the mid-coast region.  Miaoulis et al. (2007) surveyed overnight 
visitors to the tourism regions of the state.  Among other things, they asked 
tourists what the important characteristics are that bring them to the state.  The 
responses were separated by region they visited and for the region that includes 
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Searsport the four most important characteristics of the location for their 
pleasure trip were: 

o Clean Natural Environment 
o Outdoor Recreation 
o Scenic Drives 
o Village/small town feel 
 

In fact these characteristics were more important to visitors in this region than 
in any other part of Maine.  These findings are similar to those of Ednie et al. 
(2009) for tourism in coastal Washington County, Maine.  The DCP project 
would erode all of these characteristics, not only for Searsport but also for the 
surrounding communities, including communities north and south along the 
Western side of the Bay and several communities on the Eastern side of the 
Bay.  This is a development that is not consistent with the tourism-based 
development path ongoing for this part of Maine. 
 
 This effect on tourism is due to the visual impact of the tank and the 
sense of industrial development that it would represent. The size, color, and 
periodic flame would all have a dis-amenity effect.  The significant increase in 
heavy duty LPG tanker trucks would also adversely affect tourism through 
noise, congestion, increased air pollution, and the increased potential of 
accidents.  The list of amenity characteristics cited above demonstrates that 
tourists visiting mid-coast Maine are most heavily motivated to visit because 
the region represents an alternative to the more heavily developed landscape of 
Southern New England and the Mid-Atlantic Coast.  This is an effect that we 
see in other amenity-based tourism locales as well.  Characteristics of an 
industrial landscape are not attractive to tourists who are interested in nature-
based or amenity-based tourism.  (See, for example, Hunt et al., 2000) 
 
 It is clear to me that this proposed development is out of character with 
the development in Searsport and the larger region of Penobscot Bay.  It is 
both of scale and nature fundamentally different from the current development 
at Mack Point.  Using the language adopted by Fannon, it is clearly “alien” in 
this landscape.   
 
 
Effects on Future Tourism Economic Development 
 
 Not only would the DCP project adversely affect current businesses 
serving overnight tourists, second home owners, and retirees, but also the 
project would limit future development of these sectors of the regional 
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economy.  With growing numbers of retirees from the baby boom generations, 
we are seeing extension of the tourism season, particularly later into the fall and 
further progression of a robust tourism economy up the Western shore of 
Penobscot Bay.  Searsport is one of the next communities in geographic terms 
that is poised capitalize on this growth in both the size and expanding the 
season of the tourism business.  This tourism is clearly amenity-based and its 
extension to Searsport will be greatly slowed, if not completely halted, by the 
DCP project.  The effects of this will be reflected both in lower property values 
and fewer job opportunities for the town in the future than they would 
otherwise be.   
 
 In addition, the possibility of a “white elephant” development from the 
DCP project would further contribute to lost opportunities in broad-based 
tourism and residential development.  The explosion of shale gas development 
in the Northeast and oil and gas development in the Northwest has introduced 
considerable uncertainty and rapid change in relative prices of alternative 
energy sources and dramatic changes in energy delivery infrastructure.  
Searsport should not ignore the possibility of a development that this no longer 
viable because of market forces, leaving the town with all of the substantial 
costs and none of the benefits. 
 
Summary 
 
 In my judgment, the DCP project will have adverse economic effects in 
Searsport and in neighboring communities.  The proposed development will: 
 

o Reduce property values, in some cases substantially, for primary 
residences, seasonal residence, and commercial properties serving 
tourists. 

o Adversely affect the viability of many existing tourism-based business. 
o Preclude future development of tourism based businesses that would 

happen otherwise. 
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