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DCP Midstream Searsport LLC, how doth thee violate our ordinances? 

Let me count the ways. 

 

This whale oil refinery…….No, I don’t actually think that the real, best use of this 

facility is a whale oil refinery. I also don’t believe that the real, best use of this 

facility is as an LPG import facility.   

 

Yet that is and has been DCP’s contention. In the their application before the board 

DCP states “DCP Searsport, LLC (DCP) is submitting this application to the Searsport 

Planning Board for a Site Plan Review Approval, Shoreland Zoning and Flood Hazard 

Development Permits to authorize the construction and operation of a liquid propane 

gas (LPG) import, storage and distribution terminal in Searsport, Maine.  DCP 

Searsport, LLC is owned by DCP Midstream Partners, LP, headquartered in Denver, 

Colorado. “ 

 

DCP told the ACOE, as found in the Environmental Assessment that is part of their 

permit and thus the record, according to the EA, the “basic project purpose” of the 

Searsport LPG Terminal “is to increase the stability and reliability of liquid propane 



supplies to serve the Maine LPG market.” (EA at 4 (emphasis added); see also DCP 

March 2, 2012 Response, at 23.) 

 DCP asserted that it could no longer adequately supply the Maine LPG market 

because of declines in Canadian propane supplies and problems with Canadian rail 

shipments to DCP’s existing storage and distribution terminals in Maine: 

“DCP currently relies heavily on the importation of propane 

from western Canada via rail to storage and distribution terminals 

in Hermon and Auburn, Maine.  The applicant asserts that over the 

past several years there has been a steady decline in Canadian 

natural gas production and, since propane is a by-product of the 

natural gas recovery process, less production of propane in 

Canada.  Natural gas/propane production in Canada is reportedly 

forecasted to continue to decline.  At the same time, there has also 

been increasing cost and competition for rail transportation from 

western Canada.  Propane deliveries in Maine had to be rationed in 

2007 due to a [10 day] Canadian railroad strike, an interruption in 

pipeline imports into New York State, and a cold winter and severe 

weather at sea.  Lower production of Canadian propane together 

with vulnerable rail availability has resulted in serious challenges 

for bringing a dependable supply of propane into Maine. 

 

(EA at 1-2; DCP Responses to Request for Additional Information, at 6, March 

2, 2012 (hereinafter as “DCP Response”) 



DCP further stated that only a new marine import terminal would address 

the problem:  

“The answer to avoid the 2007 situation is to diversify the supply, 
storage and distribution system.  The answer for Maine is a marine 
terminal.  No other railroad line is available to supply our existing 
facilities nor would the use of another railroad, if available, meet the 
project purpose for providing diversification of supply.” 

 

It is well known and in the record that CHS, Inc. built and is operating a new LPG rail 

terminal in Biddeford, Maine, to supply 20 million gallons of domestically-sourced 

LPG to the Maine market per year.  This went operational in November 2012, and 

will increase supply to the Maine LPG market by more than 17%.  Also in the record 

is Downeast Energy’s renovation of a 60,000-gallon propane storage facility in Eliot, 

and the upgrading of the formerly dormant EnergyUSA LPG rail terminal in 

Portland, to supply 30 million gallons of propane annually from domestic LPG 

supplies – an increase in overall supply capacity of more than 26%.   The new 

Portland NGL Supply Terminal went online at the end of 2012 

Combined, these two rail terminals alone would augment the capacity of 

Maine’s LPG infrastructure by about half of current annual demand – which far 

exceeds the rate of growth of LPG use in Maine, which is flat at best. But these are 

just two of the 40-plus regional LPG infrastructure projects that were under 

construction in 2012, as identified by an August 2012 study of the New England LPG 

market prepared for the Propane Gas Association of New England (in evidence as 

submitted by Mr. Hinchman).  As the study’s authors remarked,  

“Never before have we seen the number of companies looking to 
locate new rail terminals or upgrade an existing site in or near the 
New England States.  We have at least 3 new facilities being built in 



2012 with fall start up projections, and several upgraded facilities 
targeted to be ready in the fall of 2012.  Industry sources have 
identified a few more rail facilities that might also be built with a 
2013 start-up.” 

(Bard Black, New England Supply and Transportation Outlook for 2012-2015, PGANE, 

at 32-33 (August 2012)  

These projects are being driven by the unprecedented boom in domestic 

shale gas, which has produced unprecedented levels of “wet” gas that is extremely 

rich in NGLs such as propane and butane, as illustrated in my testimony of 1/17/13. 

As these developments clearly show, the picture of the Maine LPG market 

that DCP has painted in their ACOE applications and in their application to the SPB 

and in representations to the citizens of Searsport is false.  Clearly, rail terminals 

and distributed storage projects are meeting the project purposes of diversifying 

sources, carriers, storage, and distribution of LPG for the Maine market, and 

providing “energy security”   

Indeed, DCP itself has converted its own supply chain.  In testimony given to 

the Board in November 2012, Don Baldridge, DCP’s senior vice president for 

marketing and logistics, admitted that – in direct contradiction of DCP’s allegations 

to the Corps that it could only import western Canadian LPG to its existing rail 

terminals in Auburn and Hermon, Maine (DCP Response, at 2) – it can and is 

supplying those terminals with LPG imported by rail from the U.S. Gulf Coast and the 

Midwest: 

BALDRIDGE: “As Jeff mentioned, we have other rail terminals in 
New England, and so they would be going to other rail facilities, 
where again they would be put on trucks”. 



FRANGESH: OK. “And those rail facilities now aren't very far away 
from here, the first one is only about 80 miles away, and the other is 
about 40 miles away, is that correct?” 

BALDRIDGE: There are two in the State of Maine, correct. 

FRANGESH: And, where do the product for those two terminals 
come from now? 

BALDRIDGE: Currently they are supplied by rail cars, and we bring 
in rail cars from Canada, from the Gulf Coast, from the Midwest, 
from a variety of sources. 
 

(Searsport Planning Board, Public Hearing Transcript, at 27 (Nov. 27, 2012)  

The next night, Jeff Hurteau, DCP’s asset director for all of its East Coast 

propane terminals, admitted that DCP had received only one ship at its Chesapeake, 

VA marine terminal in 2012, which is of equal size to the proposed Searsport 

terminal.  

ITALIAANDER: Where is your marine terminal? 

HURTEAU: Chesapeake, Virginia. 

ITALIAANDER: And, to be specific, how many have you had in the 
last year? 

HURTEAU: One ship. 

ITALIAANDER: One ship. And how many do you expect in 201[3]? 

HURTEAU: I don't have an answer for that I am not marketing. 

ITALIAANDER: But, obviously, one ship speaks for itself, the capacity 
for that tank is how much approximately? 

HURTEAU: It is approximately the same size as this facility that 
we're proposing for Searsport. 

 



(SPB Trans., at p. 73 (Nov. 28, 2012), Ex. 10.)  

In the January Planning Board hearings it came out that the price advantage 

domestic LPG has over foreign LPG has also caused DCP to idle its Providence, RI 

marine import terminal as well.  (SPB Trans., at p. 7 (Jan. 17, 2013), Ex. 11).  A 

month later, DCP announced that it had re-exported 6 million gallons of LPG (11,600 

metric tons) from the one shipment it had received at its Chesapeake terminal in 

2012, and that work was underway to add capacity to use that terminal to export 

domestically-produced LPG.  (DCP Midstream Partners, LP Management Discusses 

Q4 2012 Results - Earnings Call Transcript, at 2 (Feb. 28, 2013)  

This sea change in market conditions has affected the entire industry.  This 

winter, the media reported that Sea-3 has stopped taking ships at its New 

Hampshire LPG marine import terminal:  “Paul Bogan, vice president of the Sea-3 

propane terminal in Newington, said he received only one ship this year and has 

none scheduled so far for 2013.  For now, the terminal is unloading propane from 

rail cars into tank trucks.” (Tux Turkel, Propane glut clouds Searsport storage plan, 

Portland Press Herald (Nov. 21, 2012, in evidence).  This terminal is a major 

supplier to the Maine LPG market.  The market conditions are so changed by the glut 

of domestic supplies that, according to testimony in the Searsport Planning Board 

hearings, in January 2013 the Sea-3 terminal also re-exported the stored LPG from 

the one ship it did take in 2012.  (Neal Frangresh, Response to Questions by TBNT, at 

9 (March 11, 2013), Ex. 14.)   



The lack of business at existing East Coast LPG marine import terminals (and 

LNG terminals) conclusively demonstrates that the market need for a new marine 

import terminal in Maine – to the extent it ever existed – has wholly evaporated.   

“There has not been a ship that has brought propane into New 
England in almost a year,” said Joe Rose, the president and chief 
executive of the Propane Gas Association of New England. “At this 
point, the facilities in New England are in a state of being semi-
mothballed.” 

(Katherine Seelye, A Proposal for a Propane Tank Looms Large Over a Maine Coastal 

Town, New York Times (Feb. 22, 2013). (In evidence) 

This market shift is likely to be permanent, not temporary.  According to the 

PGANE study,  

“…the forecasted economics for propane waterborne imports 
dictate they will be  displaced from 43,000 bpd in 2011 to minimal 
volumes in 2012-2013. The timeline for the purposes of this study, 
indicate the forward years for waterborne imports to the US [East 
Coast, through 2017] are assumed to be displaced by (1) domestic 
U.S. supply and (2) arbitrage opportunities for Canadian supply.”  
 

(NE LPG Supply Outlook, at pp. 16, 20.)  In other words, according to the industry’s 

own experts and internal forecasts, over the next two years, waterborne LPG 

imports into the entire Northeast, if any, will be limited to brief periods of sustained 

cold-weather demand, if any.  Once the current uptick in rail terminal construction, 

pipeline improvements, and new storage facilities comes online, waterborne 

imports in the region will be displaced completely by domestic and, when there are 

opportunities for arbitrage, Canadian supplies.   

DCP’s contention that rising LPG demand from residential fuel switching (from oil to 

propane) is sufficient to warrant the doubling of total statewide import capacity that 

would be created by building a new 90-134 million gallon per year marine import 



terminal in Searsport. (EA at 1, 27, 44-45.)  But rather than growth, the data show 

that “[d]omestic demand for propane has fallen over 19% from 2004-2011 due to 

competition from alternative fuels, conservation and higher efficiency appliances.” 

(NE LPG Supply Outlook at 6;  see also id. at 15 (historic 5-year propane demand flat 

in Maine, accounting for variation in winter temperatures).)  Going forward, LPG 

demand is expected to decline by 3% annually nationally.  (Id. at 32.)  Regionally, 

the industry forecast is that, even with a boost from residential fuel switching, 

“demand for Propane is expected to decline in the years ahead and at best be flat in 

the New England states.” (Id.)
1 

 In Maine, fuel switching is indeed occurring, but it is dominated by natural 

gas displacing both propane and oil.  For example, new interstate natural gas 

pipelines are planned to expand interstate service to New England, and within 

Maine distribution networks are being expanded throughout the southern and 

central parts of the state, including the towns of Richmond, Winslow, Augusta, 

Waterville, Skowhegan, Madison, Farmington, Jay, Livermore Falls, Wilton, 

Rockland, Falmouth, Yarmouth, and Cumberland, to name just a few. Given the 

substantially lower cost of natural gas per BTU, these new distribution pipelines will 

give natural gas marketers a significant competitive advantage in luring customers 

away from oil.  Even more importantly, given the minimal cost of adapting LPG 

appliances to run on natural gas, they may also result in a significant loss of current 

LPG customers. 

                                                        
1
 Even if LPG demand does increase, as noted above, it will be met by lower-priced 

domestic sources of LPG imported by rail – not by foreign LPG imported by ship. 



These developments support the PGANE’s internal and very frank assessment that 

LPG demand in New England will decline or at best stay flat.  They also demonstrate 

that not only are there more practicable, cost-effective, and environmentally 

preferable alternatives to meet Maine’s energy needs, but also that these 

alternatives are already being implemented and have eliminated any possible need 

for a marine import terminal in Maine, or anywhere on the East Coast.   

 

The facts that these market conditions are not only likely to continue but intensify 

and last for “generations” are evidenced by the Wall Street Journal article I 

submitted to the Board; 

“WSJ 2/28/2013 

“U.S. natural-gas production will accelerate over the next three 
decades, new research indicates, providing the strongest evidence yet 
that the energy boom remaking America will last for a generation. 

The most exhaustive study to date of a key natural-gas field in Texas, 
combined with related research under way elsewhere, shows that U.S. 
shale-rock formations will provide a growing source of moderately 
priced natural gas through 2040, and decline only slowly after that.”  
And further, “The University also is examining shale formations in 
Pennsylvania, Louisiana and Arkansas, work that has led 
investigators to conclude that U.S. natural gas production won't 
plateau until 2040. Reports on these formations are expected to be 
released next year.” 

I also submitted a report and analysis from RBN Energy LLC, a leading LPG industry 

provider of information and analysis entitled, perhaps whimsically, 

 “Changes in Latitude  Changes in % of Crude: Propane will not be the same.” from 

which I quote; 



“There is a lot changing in the propane market these days. Propane prices are down 
hard, hit by the triple whammy of increasing production from wet shale gas, the year 
of no winter, and constrained Gulf Coast export dock space. Up on top of that, all the 
petchem crackers want ethane, leaving propane to pile up in Mont Belvieu and 
Conway, KS storage caverns. The problem won’t be going away anytime soon, and it 
won’t be limited to Belvieu and Conway. Propane production is surging in the 
Marcellus. With all the noise over the past couple of years about Marcellus ethane, it 
seems like the possibility of a significant propane surplus in the region has been under 
the market’s radar. 

Therefore, given all of the facts in evidence, there is only one reasonable conclusion 

for the Board to reach, that this facility has no commercial use as an LPG Import 

facility.  It can only be used commercially as an export facility. 

This is what the RBN Energy LLC report goes on to say; 

(regarding the Marcellus and Utica plays) 

…” But it is coming... especially in the summer when local propane demand is at a 

minimum. Where will the barrels go? Reportedly, one answer is being floated right 

now. Literally. Propane is being exported on ships from Philadelphia (Marcus Hook), 

bound for the Caribbean. Now that’s a development that cries out for an analysis of the 

fundamentals. Perhaps some onsite Caribbean research! But before we get to that, 

let’s examine the market conditions that are changing the landscape for propane 

exports so dramatically. 

First, we’ll examine what has happened to propane over the past twelve months. As 

shown in Graph#1 below, at this time last year the price of Mont Belvieu nonTET 

propane was in the 150 cnts/gallon range, at a healthy 6080% ratio to the price of 

WTI. To some extent, propane tracks crude and a 6070% relationship to crude oil is 

pretty typical from a long term perspective. But sometime around December 2011, 

that relationship started to break down. Over the next six months, the price of propane 

relative to crude dropped to 35% before rebounding slightly over the past few weeks. 

Most of the decline in propane prices from the 150 cnts/gallon range down to 120 

cnts/gallon can be attributed to a decline in the value of propane relative to crude oil – 

and that was due to increasing supplies from shale, low demand due to the warm 

winter and constraints on Gulf Coast export capacity. The result was the inventory 

growth shown in Graph #2. As indicated, propane inventories this year are up more 



than 50% over 2011; about 30% over 2010.

 

Then in early May after months of relative stability around $100/bbl, crude oil prices 

headed south.  The ratio of propane to crude remained steady.  But the decline in crude 

prices dragged propane down with it.   And that’s what gave us the 70-80 cnt/gallon 

propane prices we see in the market today.  

A big part of the oversupply and resulting inventory growth came from increasing 

production.  Graph #3 shows that U.S. propane production from gas plants grew from 

about 600 Mb/d in the 2010-mid 2011 period to almost 700 Mb/d in April.  The big 

growth came from the Gulf and the Midwest, but the biggest percentage growth 

(about 22% over the past year) was PADD 1 – the Northeast/Southeast region, which 

includes the Marcellus.  As Graph #4 indicates, it is not much volume  - yet. 

 

But according to most forecasts, the volume will be coming on fast.  Graph #5 below 

shows the Northeast propane forecast presented by Bentek at the Benposium 

conference in May.  The volume increases from about 22 Mb/d in 2012 to more than 

120 Mb/d in 2017, a more than fivefold increase.  It keeps on growing about 6% per 

year after 2017.  Graph #6 is the punch line -- It’s the big demand swing.  Propane 

demand in the Northeast spikes to 230 Mb/d in the winter, but drops to about 100 

Mb/d in the summer.  As production increases it will eventually grow above summer 

demand for the entire Northeast region. 



 

But when you look at the logistics in the Northeast market, the plot gets thicker. That’s 

because the demand that will likely be addressed by Marcellus production is 

constrained to only about half the PADD.  EIA splits PADD I into three sub-PADDs: 1A – 

New England, 1B – Central Atlantic, and 1C – Lower Atlantic (see map above).  PADDs 

1A and 1B are supplied by a combination of local production, inflows from the 

midcontinent, imports from Canada, waterborne imports, refinery production and the 

largest single source of supply – PADD 3 inflows on the Enterprise TEPPCO pipeline.  

(Yes that’s the same TEPPCO system that Enterprise is reversing one of its pipelines to 

cobble together its Appalachia to Texas (ATEX) Express system).  But PADD 1C is – 

about 40% of the region’s demand – is supplied mostly by the Enterprise Dixie pipeline 

from the Gulf region, and that is not likely to change, regardless of Marcellus 

production growth.  Dixie runs from Mont Belvieu to Apex, North Carolina, and has a 

firm grip on the southeast market. 

 

That leaves all of the production increase from the Marcellus to be absorbed only by 

PADD 1A and 1B.  And the demand in those sub-PADDs is well below the production 

forecast for the region.  All those surplus barrels in excess of local demand have got to 

go somewhere.  Storage?  Exports?  Railcar?  To Mont Belvieu as E/P mix in ATEX?  

Each of these alternatives and more have advantages and disadvantages 

 

In the next part of this series of blogs, we’ll explore how many barrels need to find a 
home, and what the alternatives for that home might be.  But we have a teaser from 
our good friends at Waterborne Energy – the folks that have been tracking 
waterborne LPG imports and exports for decades.  Last Friday, Waterborne noted that 
two ships are sailing toward Marcus Hook, PA, reportedly to lift propane and to deliver 
those barrels to Caribbean or Latin American markets.  Rumor has it that other 



players in the Northeast are also talking about gearing up terminals for propane 
exports.” 

The massive oversupply of LPG capacity from the Marcellus and Utica shale gas 

reserves is driving demand for additional East Coast export capacity.  The NE LPG 

Supply Outlook report states that the New England regional midstream LPG 

companies are currently looking to replicate the Marcus Hook example at the Sea-3 

Terminal in Newington, NH, and the DCP Terminal in Providence, RI.  (Id. at 16.)  

DCP also recently announced that it has already begun converting its other East 

Coast LPG import terminal, in Chesapeake, Virginia, to export propane and butane.  

William Waldheim, President of DCP Midstream Partners, LP, said in DCP’s Fourth 

Quarter and Year End 2012 Earnings Call:  

“In our Wholesale Propane segment, I'm excited to report that 
we've successfully exported 6 million gallons of propane out of our 
Chesapeake terminal on [sic] January. Further work is required to 
export purity products on an ongoing basis. However, we are 
encouraged by the commercial results and will continue to explore 
this opportunity.” 

(DCP Earnings Transcript, at 2.)  Waldheim further explained: 

Q: Rebecca Followill – U.S. Capital Advisors LLC, Research Division:  “You mentioned 

the export terminal at Chesapeake testing exports of propane. Can you talk about what 

needs to happen in order to get the purity product and really have that meaningfully 

export propane, and how big could that be?” 

A: William S. Waldheim – Director:  “Sure, I can address that. The Chesapeake 

terminal is a deepwater port terminal, so it is well suited for export capability. What 

would need to happen is just expanding some of the rail siding, so we could bring in 

more product into the facility. And some engineering is currently underway to work 

the refrigeration of the product, so when it is in the tank, it is then able to be exported 

through and onto the ships. And so that work is ongoing, and we would hope -- that 



facility is a 2-tank facility, and so we would be able to probably handle both propane 

and butane through that facility if this project moves forward. 

Q: Rebecca Followill – U.S. Capital Advisors LLC, Research Division: And the 
magnitude of the exports?” 

A: William S. Waldheim – Director: “Well, that's a little difficult to say. It would 

obviously depend on the ability to unload railcars and those types of things. We're still 

working those dynamics, and so -- and it's also maybe seasonal. So again, a number of 

factors go into answering that question which I don't think I'm quite prepared to 

answer at this point”. (Id. at 7.) 

A bit coy on the volumes, but that is no surprise to me. 

The Good Harbor Report states in its Executive summary regarding exports; 

The Larger Context - Exporting 

 

“Apart from the safety and security considerations, economic and political 
considerations also play a role in assessing the proposal.  Regulatory authorities tend 
to make decisions on the narrow matter that is in front of them, sometimes 
disregarding the larger context that a government should take into account. The 
problem that tendency poses is that there is often no other government entity that can 
or will  look at the larger  context  and the overall public good. 

The Searsport  decision may be an instance where someone in government with 
authority to make a decision needs to step back and look not just at the immediate 
request, but at the larger context and what the immediate question will lead to in the 
years ahead, in this case, with regard to security risks.  

The larger context of energy, and particularly gas, in North America has changed 
radically in the last two years. We have gone from an era of scarcity to one of over-
abundance. Almost every plan in the country to develop a gas import facility has been 
abandoned or converted into a plan to export gas. Numerous requests for approvals of 
gas export facilities have been filed.This significant change in circumstance since the 
initial plan for Searsport was created now raises two important questions that 
regulatory authorities must consider. 

First, is a gas import facility in Searsport going to remain a going concern financially 
long enough to pay the taxes envisioned and to engage in cost sharing for the 
emergency responder augmentation measures needed? If the price of gas continues to 



decline and if there are alternative, cost-effective measures to transport gas to the 
region, the Searsport facility may become a shuttered eyesore, unable to financially 
support the emergency response augmentation that building the facility requires. We 
do not believe that local authorities have examined that possibility sufficiently, in light 
of the recent dramatic change in the U.S. gas industry. 

Second, will the operators of the proposed Searsport gas facility come to regulatory 
authorities in the near future with requests to convert the facility into a gas export 
terminal and, if that is approved, will that significantly alter the risk profile from the 
one that has been reviewed by authorities to date? The gas industry is looking now for 
East Coast ports that could support export of gas to Europe. Given existing rights of 
way, connecting Searsport to gas pipelines would not be an insurmountable task.  The 
infrastructure and traffic frequency to support gas export would completely alter the 
risks posed by gas development at Searsport. 

Authorities now need to be clear-eyed about the decision at hand and where it may 
lead. In the near future, a gas facility operator at Searsport may well say to authorities 
that importing gas has become economically unsustainable. They may say that the 
only choice is between having an abandoned eyesore at Searsport that does not 
generate revenue to support augmented emergency response or approving 
modifications to permit the facility to be used for export.  

Thus, authorities should consider now, when they decide on the gas import facility, 
whether that significantly reduces their ability to refuse a gas export facility in a few 
years, and what security implications such a facility would have in the region.” 

In regards to the second issue, Good harbor asks “will the operators of the proposed 
Searsport gas facility come to regulatory authorities in the near future with requests 
to convert the facility into a gas export terminal?”  The question is likely moot as was 
noted by Chairman Probert in the following exchange from the November 27, 2012 
SPB hearing; 

HINCHMAN: Will DCP Midstream Partners or DCP Searsport commit to a prohibition 
on any future use of this LPG terminal as an export facility? An absolute unconditional 
prohibition on ever converting it from import to export? 

BALDRIDGE: That is nothing we've considered, it's not in the scope of the project, it 
would require additional monies to make it an export facility, I don't know that we 
would, given it's a 40- or 50-year asset, that we would make something as broad like 
that at this point given how,you know, how things change over time, and it is an 
interesting question, I don't know that it's something I would commit to today, no. 

HINCHMAN: Are you saying it could be converted to an export facility? 



BALDRIDGE: That would require a change of the project scope both from a 
constructability as well as cost to be able to hand domestic propane and then be able 
to export it. 

HINCHMAN: Certainly. But it could be done. 

BODEN: May 1 say just one more thing? The retrofit that we're talking about, or the 
conversion would require an amendment, it would come back to the planning board 
for consideration, so to the extent that that would be considered, we would have to 
come back and revisit the issue, so... 

PROBERT: Not necessarily. 

BODEN: I think the design would change significantly enough that it would require... 

PROBERT: If you get into expansion of your facility down there, square footage 
expansion, the way the ordinance is currently written, you still are going to be a 
propane terminal, there is not going to be a change of use on that, you are still a fuel 
terminal, it's not guaranteed that you would be coming back to us, but I think that 
question may have already been answered by Mr. Graham, and I don't know if you 
would want to address it further at this point since it the question is here and you still 
have your man. 

Please note that DCP would not rule out exports from the terminal. Also please note 
that The Chairman states that DCP would “Not Necessarily” have to come back 
before the Board to export, saying that “it's not guaranteed that you would be coming 
back to us” 

It is also clear that the Board understands the economics that speak clearly of 

exports and prohibits imports. This is also from November 27, 2012; 

PROBERT: “Let's please confine our remarks to the two gentleman who are only going 
to behere tonight, I think David Graham will be here for the rest of the session and 
beyond. Brian? LA? Cindy? I have one for Mr. Baldridge, and it may not relate directly 
to performance standards, but I understanding you are planning to run the operation 
on imported propane, is that correct?” 

BALDRIDGE: “Yes, that is correct” 

PROBERT: “Isn't that a little more expensive than domestic propane at present?” 

BALDRIDGE: “At the present market it is more expensive, that is correct.” 



PROBERT: “And roughly what is the spread between the two?” 

BALDRIDGE: “The spread moves around quite a bit, and over the course of this project 
it has moved around quite a bit, it has been as wide as a dollar, it has been as narrow 
as zero, the point on our project is this is a long-term asset, something that will be in 
operation for many, many years, the propane market fluctuates quite a bit, and if you 
think about it over a long period of time, we think the market is ripe for bringing in 
propane at Searsport over a long-term basis.” 

PROBERT: “And at present, is the market fluctuation about a dollar?” 

BALDRIDGE: “Um-hum.” 

PROBERT: “It's been that way for a while even in excess of that.” 

PROBERT: “I just kind of scratch my head and wonder why you would invest forty-
million dollars or fifty-million dollars into a project that did not look like it would 
make money today, the answer's the long run, and if you have all the backing on the 
thing, I guess you can do it” 

BALDRIDGE: “That's correct” 

PROBERT: “It's your money.” 

BALDRIDGE: That's correct. 

PROBERT: “And that's not one of our standards; if you lose money, it's your thing, it's 

not ours…” 

I agree with the Chairman’s analysis, just not the conclusion because it is not a 

matter “If you lose money…” it is a matter of How they will make money.  That will be 

through exports. It is the only reasonable use and thus must be considered in that 

light. 



The infrastructure already exists or is in their plans. Substantial rail siding capacity 

already exists on Mack Point at both the DCP terminal plans and the existing 

Sprague and Irving Oil terminals.  Moreover, there is an existing pipeline right-of-

way connecting Searsport to the Marcellus shale gas fields by way of the Loring and 

the Maritimes and Northeast Pipelines.  (Good Harbor Report, at 10, 39.) 

In sum, the infrastructure necessary to use the Searsport Terminal for export is 

already in place or is currently in development.  

Given the market realities, it is extremely unlikely that this facility will ever be used 

as an import terminal.  There is no demand for foreign LPG anywhere on the East 

Coast.  Only a few shipments of foreign propane were imported in 2012 and much of 

that ultimately had to be re-exported.  The boom in domestic shale gas is expected 

to wholly negate the need for LPG import terminals far into the foreseeable future.  

Existing marine import terminals on the East Coast are either being mothballed or 

converted to export – including terminals owned by DCP.  And to the extent that 

there is any need for increased use of LPG in Maine, the industry has already built 

new rail terminals and distributed storage to meet that need using lower priced 

domestically sourced LPG brought in by rail.   

In short, it is simply not credible that DCP will build a $50 million LPG import 

terminal that may never be used and at best would be mothballed for the next 

decade, if not two.  Rather, it is far more likely that, if built, the Searsport Terminal 

would ultimately be used to export LPG.  There is a significant pent-up demand for 

export capacity that can solve the oil and gas industry’s oversupply problem (and 



recoup the billions it has invested in shale gas development).  The infrastructure 

necessary to export at large scale from multiple East Coast terminals is already in 

place or is being developed – including fractionating, de-ethanization and 

dehydration plants, storage, and transport.  The Searsport Terminal has rail and 

truck delivery capacity built-in, and is at the terminus of an existing pipeline that is 

connected directly to shale gas infrastructure in Ohio and Pennsylvania.   

Additionally, it is important to recognize the ease with which this facility could be 

converted from import to export.  The terminal design already includes substantial 

excess refrigeration capacity (58% greater than a similarly sized LPG import 

terminal in a far warmer climate in Tampa, Florida) and since the project blueprints 

are not finalized, additional changes to the terminal design could easily be made 

before the first shovel of dirt is turned.  Moreover, the “future” rail siding design has 

never been submitted to any permitting agency, meaning that this aspect of the 

terminal – which is a critical element of an export design (DCP Earnings Trans. at 7) 

– could be purpose-built from the start to export LPG.  Finally and perhaps most 

importantly, while DCP says its current plan is import only, it has refused to rule out 

use of the terminal for exports.   

In sum, use of the Searsport Terminal for exporting LPG is not just “reasonably 

foreseeable,” it is more likely than use for imports.  Accordingly, Planning Board 

must consider the potential impacts of using the Searsport Terminal for exports.  

That change in use, however, changes everything.  As an import terminal, annual 

throughput is limited by the size of the Maine market, which would allow DCP to 



receive at best 4 to 6 ships a year, and send out 12 to 60 truck trips and 8 rail cars 

per day.  As an export terminal serving a global market, there would be essentially 

no market limit on annual throughput at the terminal.  This could involve hundreds 

of trucks and rail shipments daily and as many as 4 to 5 LPG tankers or more leaving 

port each month, year round. This would have an exponentially greater adverse 

impact on Searsport, and the Penobscot Bay region than the use of the facility to 

receive imports.  

 With the exponential increase in annual throughput of LPG, the chances for 

an accident, and the impacts to the natural and human environment would rise to an 

intolerable level.  Our neighbors’ homes, some of which are only hundreds of feet 

away, would become wholly unmerchantable in the face of such heavy 

industrialization.  With that degree of truck, rail and shipping activity, the our 

Town’s seasonal motels, restaurants, campgrounds and retail establishments would 

lose business or go vacant as tourists declined to return to such a heavily 

industrialized area.  Penobscot Bay is one of the world's premier sailing and 

lobstering grounds, and its environmental amenities sustain thousands of small 

businesses.  Conversion of the Searsport Terminal to a major LPG export facility 

would severely, adversely and permanently damage the existing tourism and 

hospitality economy – robbing existing businesses of clients, income and equity.  

For all of these reasons, facts, and evidence above and in the record, and because 

your Chairman recognizes the fact that DCP might never have to come before you 

again to actually export propane, you must consider in your deliberations the clear 



and obvious fact that the most likely use of this facility is for LPG exports and the 

intensity that implies and the vastly magnified negative effects it portends. 

With that in mind I believe this application violates the Town’s Site Plan Review 

Ordinances as follows; 

SECTION V, A-2-b,  A description of proposed use of this site. As evidenced above, 

their stated use is inaccurate and misleading. 

SECTION VI – PERFORMANCE STANDARDS, 2. Relationship of Proposed Buildings to 
Environment:  Proposed building(s) or structure(s) shall be related harmoniously with 
the surrounding terrain and to existing buildings within the vicinity which have a 
visual relationship to the proposed building(s) or structure(s). Special attention shall 
be paid to the bulk, location, height, and siding of the building(s) or structure(s) and to 
such natural features as slope, soil type, drainage ways, and important wildlife 
habitats. 

The fact that the storage tank, covered in insulation panels as per the LPA 

Engineering report stands 400’ away from Anglers and is 13 stories taller than the 

one story restaurant, and is 12 to 12-1/2 stories taller than the other abutters and 

other neighbors, per DCP’s application, and often repeated testimony, is Pima Facie 

That this project cannot be related harmoniously with the surrounding terrain and to 

existing buildings within the vicinity which have a visual relationship to the proposed 

building(s) or structure(s) as currently planned is patently obvious. The fact that this 

tank is almost a mile from and 2 to 3 times taller than the tanks at Mack Point 

Terminal is further such evidence.  In all instances the burden of proof shall be on the 

property owner and shall include the production of evidence necessary to complete the 

application.  They haven’t even tried. 



That DCP violates standards 3, 4 and 10 (Vehicle Access and Parking and Circulation 

and Emergency Vehicle Access:) is easy to demonstrate. Mr. Frangesh, in answer to 

my question about there being 500 or 600 square feet available for one additional 

truck loading spot said that there was not enough room.  Please consider that.  

There is not room in the parking and load out area for what is in fact little more than 

one additional truck.  How then can this facility meet either standard? If there is not 

room for one additional truck than the parking on the driveway and street of 

waiting trucks must be expected. If there isn’t room for one more truck then how 

can they reasonably separate traffic streams, pedestrian, service and vehicular 

traffic, etc? If there isn’t room for one more truck then emergency vehicles can only 

expect chaos in the event of an emergency with trucks trying to get out and 

emergency vehicles trying to get in.  They fail all three standards and have not 

proved otherwise. 

11.Municipal Services.  The fact that the proposed new firehouse contains space for 

vehicles that are not owned by the Town or in the budget, but rather expected from 

DCP is Prima Facie evidence that this project will affect municipal services 

negatively. Additionally, the Good Harbor report demonstrates that the need for 

training and equipment could be prodigious and we should have some sort of cost 

sharing formula, which we do not. The application should be failed on this account. 

16. Adverse Effects: The development shall not have unreasonable adverse effects 

upon the scenic or natural beauty of the area, historic sites, important wildlife habitats 

or rare and irreplaceable natural areas or property values. 



This is perhaps the most egregiously violated ordinance in the bunch.  

Dozens and dozens of speakers and hundreds of letters, far to many to cite, offer a 

preponderance of evidence that this tank would adversely affect the scenic and 

natural beauty of the area. Just as it is impossible for the tank to fit in harmoniously 

in the environment, so to would it materially affect the scenic beauty of the area. 

As evidence I direct you to the late submission by DCP, on March 4th., the last day 

they could do so, of a picture of the image of the tank from Islesboro. Despite the 

small size of the picture the rendering of the tank it is clearly and quite distinctly 

separate from the visible tanks at Mack Point by virtue of the elevation of the base of 

the tank and the distance from the other tanks. This is from a vantage point six miles 

away. In real life things look a lot bigger than in a picture. They often look life size. 

As to adverse effects on historic sites, DCP made has made no attempt to refute my 

claim, among others, that the increased traffic would threaten the historic buildings, 

mine included, in the historic district. How can a positive finding be issued when the 

applicant didn’t dispute the adverse effects? 

However, the greatest adverse effect is arguably the effects on property values, both 

for homes and businesses. This is also where there is overwhelming evidence in the 

record in support of the assertion that this project will have an adverse effect on 

property values and on business, which directly affects the underlying property 

value. I will remind the Board of some of the testimony; 



On November 28, 2012 Nancy Fannion, in response to her testimony, discussing the 

likely negative impact of the tank on property values and tourism in Searsport; 

BRADSTREET: And, so, would you have a breakdown of a town compatible to ours for, 

you know, decreased amounts? 

FANNON: Property values? 

BRADSTREET: Yes, ma'am. Tourism and property values. 

FANNON: Yes, I would say generally it's still going to fall, of course I recognize when I 

say forty percent I am talking about a very large range. I would say it's still going to 

fall in the broad range. You all obviously have to decide where in that range it's going 

to fall, depending on a lot of factors you determine about the town. One of the things I 

also want to add, though, I will say when I talk about a range that is that big, I 

discussed earlier the issue of advocacy in some of these reports, and I would say the 

reports that lean towards no effect or very, very small effect tends to be those reports 

that are being done on behalf of industry, and the reports that tend to report the very 

large effects tend to be the reports that are done by groups that are opposed to 

whatever is going to happen, and they accomplish those results by, essentially by the 

way that they conduct the study. You can basically get these studies to show anything 

you want to depending on how you conduct the study, if you're going to survey, who 

you're going to ask, who you're to include, if you're going to do statistical analysis, how 

far out are you going to go, what primary time are you going to cover? 

BRADSTREET: Thank you for your candor 

This is what Miss Fannon said in her report: 



 

We also heard from Buddy Hall’s licensed appraiser,   Theodore Webbersinn, an 

MAI, a designated member of the Appraisal Institute who told us on November 27; 

“The value of the lots 56A and 61A Tax Map 7, which is the Angler's, in the after was 

118,000 dollars,making the just compensation due to diminution of value cased by the 

storage facility to be579,000 dollars. The value of Lot 61, the Bait's Motel, was 310,000 

in the after condition,making the just compensation due to the diminution of the value 

caused by the liquid propanestorage facility be 169,000 dollars. So the total just 

compensation needed for the diminution of value caused by the DCP liquid propane 

storage facility is estimated to be 748,000 dollars. I would like to note that these 

findings coincide with the planning board's consultant, Meyers, Harrison and Pia, LLC, 

who state throughout their report that disamenities are more likely to have negative 

effects the closer the property is to the land use creating the disamenity, and my 

client's property is very, very close.” 

We also heard from Mark W. Anderson, School of Economics, The University of 

Maine on January 17, 2013,  who told the board; 

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.” 

In the interest of brevity, I will refer to the totality of testimony given on 11/29/12 

by the following abutters and neighbors about the devastating effects already being 

felt by the threat of the installation and those feared; Tom Gocze ,Diane Stevens, 

Kevin Kelly, Jeannie Lucas, and Ed Kessler. 

We heard from a very brave real estate broker, Elaine Tucker, who was willing to 

say in public what most brokers will say in private, Searsport is poison for home 

sales. She said in part; 



“…this last summer I had eight active customers, those who came into the office to 

actually look at property. Of those eight, there were seven couples and one single 

person. Of those eight parties, four sent me emails stating that because of the DCP 

tank, they would no longer be looking in the Belfast-Searsport-Stockton Springs area, 

that's half of my business. Now, my business personally is not very important, but the 

real estate is important other businesses, builders, contractors, painters, roofers, 

electricians, plumbers and such all depend on housing and building of houses. It is an 

important business. I have not had one request all year to show a house in Searsport, 

not one request” 

We heard from business owners who warned of devastating effects on their  
 
business, we heard from Jay Economy, Brenda Liston, Laurie Schweikart, Phyllis  

Sommer 8min,Rick Schweikhart, Steve Tanguay and I myself, I refer to all of our 

testimony in its totality. 

 

This was just the testimony of the interested parties, there was also a tremendous 

volume of testimony from the general public, both oral and written, that attest to the 

strong negative effects on property values, as well as business, tourist related and 

otherwise. 

Finally, the fact that the Chairman felt compelled, after asking DCP if they had 

prepared any offers or had any discussions with the abutters and finding they 

hadn’t, to suggest that they should. This fact alone, that DCP needs to buy out or pay 

off the abutters, is Prima Facie evidence that this project would have an 

unreasonable adverse effect on property values. 

 



No reasonable application of our standards to this project would allow positive 

findings for the performance standards referenced. 

The Comprehensive Plan 
 

The very purpose of the Comprehensive Plan is grossly violated as follow; 
 
C. PURPOSES  

 

The purposes of the Ordinance are as follows:  

 

 

2. PROTECTION OF THE GENERAL WELFARE: To assure the comfort, convenience, safety,  

 

health and welfare of the present and future inhabitants of the Town of Searsport;  

 

The preponderance of evidence shows that this project would threaten not protect 
the general welfare. 
 

3. PRESERVATION OF THE TOWN CHARACTER: To preserve and protect the character of  

 

Searsport by dividing the Town into districts according to the use of land and buildings and the  

 

intensity of such uses;  

The preponderance of evidence shows that this project would change the Town 
Character 

 

 

4. PROTECTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT: To protect and enhance the natural, cultural, and  

 

historic resources of the Town from unacceptable adverse impacts and to integrate new  

 

development harmoniously into the Town's natural environment;  

The preponderance of evidence shows that this project would not be “integrated 
harmoniously” into the environment 
 

 

5. PROMOTION OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT: To promote the development of an  

 

economically sound and stable community;  

The preponderance of evidence shows that this project would have a negative 
impact on the soundness of the community 

 

6. REDUCTION OF TRAFFIC CONGESTION: To lessen the danger and congestion of traffic on  

 

roads and highways, limit excessive numbers of intersections, driveways, and other friction  

 

points, minimize hazards, and ensure the continued usefulness of all elements of the existing  

 

transportation systems for their planned function;  



The preponderance of evidence shows that this project would increase traffic 
congestion 

 

7. BALANCING OF PROPERTY RIGHTS: To protect property rights and values by balancing  

 

the rights of landowners to use their land with the corresponding rights of abutting and  

 

neighboring landowners to enjoy their property  without undue disturbance from abutting or  

 

neighboring uses;  

The preponderance of evidence shows that this project would threaten property 
rights and values and the neighbors and abutters have testified to that and that their 
disturbance would be more undue. 
 

 

 

In sum, the only reasonable course of action is to fail this application because it fails 
not one, but many of Searsport’s ordinances and standards. 
 
Thank you. 
 
David Italiaander                   Searsport Bank Building LLC 
17 Shoreside Lane 
Searsport, ME 
 
 

 

 

  

 

 


