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The Calypso Secret is Out

Some Broward residents understandably decry continued dependence on foreign energy imports derived predominantly from regimes openly hostile to the United States; whose foreign policies strategically deploy oil and gas “weapons” to bleed and destabilize the U.S. economy. Others have manifold issues with continued addiction to fossil fuels, citing their diminishing availability, the attendant necessity to increasingly invade delicate ecosystems as traditional supplies rarify and the universal threat posed by global warming. To expedite the development of sustainable alternative energy sources (that currently provide only 9% of our power), reallocating resources from impendingly obsolete fossil fuel infrastructure is propitious and unavoidable. Unfortunately, energy industry pundits identify a roughly ten-year technology gap separating us from our inevitable energy future. As such, the majority of Floridians, including those living in Broward County, realize that we must make concessions to keep the lights on. 


While these related issues have recently attracted media attention, they are not the reason that thousands of area residents have explosively expressed their opposition to Calypso. The common denominator that binds the community is neither a crusade against natural gas nor an effort to slow global warming. The majority of Broward residents familiar with the project object to its having been located at a site that puts their lives in danger. 

Broward residents are well-informed, squarely occupy the center of most issues and, while ordinarily receptive and tolerant, they nurture a healthy skepticism. Their world and local views, devotion to family, political proclivities and dedication to their homes is largely representative of the overall population. They are slow to anger or frighten, requiring redundant credible proof before submitting to either. 


Describing the passion with which his constituents have rejected the planned Calypso Deepwater Port, Broward Commissioner Ken Keechl stated, “Other than the expansion at the South Runway at the Airport, I’ve never seen an issue create such dissention so quickly.” Supported by thousands of angry contacts from local residents and association boards decrying the placement of this facility across from their homes, civic groups have coalesced to officially oppose the licensing of Calypso. 
Galt Mile Community Association President Pio Ieraci, authorized by a unanimous vote of that neighborhood association’s Board of Directors, sent a letter to Governor Crist requesting that he veto the project. The Galt Mile neighborhood is located directly opposite the planned site for the Calypso Deepwater Port. Thousands of signatures filled petitions opposing this project, collected from the 26 member condominium and cooperative associations of the Galt Mile Community Association. President Steve Glassman of the Central Beach Alliance has also conveyed overwhelming opposition to the beachfront gasworks by the 50 community associations and 400 single family homes that he represents, given their exposure to the threat of annihilation in a 3000°.conflagration. Residents belonging to the Central Beach Alliance also live adjacent to Calypso’s planned placement. The neighboring municipalities of Lauderdale-by-the-Sea, the City of Pompano Beach and the City of Fort Lauderdale also passed resolutions against the Calypso Project. A vast majority of Barrier Island residents don’t believe SUEZ’ marketing spin that “Calypso serves their best interests.”

The fear, anger and concern fueling this intense community reaction started as disbelief. The Calypso project presented a challenge unlike any in our history. The issues historically addressed by local civic groups and neighborhood associations have always entailed credible objectives achievable by overcoming identifiable obstacles. The Calypso project was designed to take advantage of a regulatory environment that intentionally made it answerable only to the Governor of the State. Since they didn’t require the permission or cooperation of the local residents or their government representatives, other than fulfilling marginal regulatory requirements for public notice, SUEZ successfully pursued licensing of this project “below the radar”. Carefully controlled by a marquis Public Relations firm and an army of high powered lobbyists, knowledge of the 10-year pipeline and Deepwater Port project was limited to those with a financial interest, participants in the licensing process, energy industry followers and the barely visible token local fallout from the public meetings mandated by the regulatory process. Created and developed in secrecy, even the required regulatory notices posted in media outlets, when glanced by the average reader, were understandably mistaken for advertisements about exotic dance lessons or a Caribbean cruise. 


A series of serendipitous incidents served to reveal its existence in December 2007, when Fort Lauderdale Commissioner Christine Teel casually reported its existence at a Galt Mile Community Association Presidents Council meeting. Other neighborhoods close to the planned Deepwater Port quickly expressed concern about safety issues detailed in authoritative documentation from government agencies. When it became clear that Calypso could no longer enjoy “below the radar” status, its proponents declared that it was designed to “enhance and diversify delivery capabilities for natural gas while protecting energy accessibility during catastrophic weather events.”


Visibly irked, Broward County Commissioner Ken Keechl admitted ignorance about a project adjacent to his district when asked by concerned constituents. Senator Jeffrey Atwater and Representative Ellyn Bogdanoff were also surprised by constituent complaints about the project’s adverse consequences, exclaiming their lack of familiarity with the planned deepwater port and pipeline. Upon educating themselves about the project’s community impacts, every local political representative expressed opposition to the Calypso Project. Senator Atwater wrote to Governor Crist, stating his opposition to the gasworks. After investigating the issue, Congressman Ron Klein expressed vehement opposition to the project. Representative Ellyn Bogdanoff also contacted the Governor to convey her opposition to the facility’s licensing. Broward Commissioner Ken Keechl and Fort Lauderdale Commissioner Christine Teel wrote letters to Governor Crist, also asking that he veto the dangerous project.

At the May 20th Fort Lauderdale City Commission meeting, three of the five City Commissioners stated that they knew nothing about Calypso. When Commissioner Teel proposed issuing a resolution against Calypso, Suez Vice President Dan McGinnis requested that the City Commission not vote on the resolution, promising to inform the Commission about the project and address concerned Galt Mile citizens at a meeting scheduled for the following week at Galt Mile member association Plaza South Condominium (which he subsequently cancelled). Commissioner Carleton Moore refused, exclaiming “I’m a policy maker representing thousands of City residents and I know nothing about this project right in my back yard. Since they’ve [Calypso] shown us no accountability, I will allow them none. They ignored city government. If this is such a good thing, why did they hide it?” The Commissioners immediately passed the resolution opposing Calypso. This drama was subsequently replayed in neighboring municipalities. Hoping to offset the fact that no one knew anything about the project, Calypso arranged for a last minute presentation to the Lauderdale-by-the-Sea Commission before they, too, voted against the project. 


The incontrovertible fact that few government officials and fewer residents had even heard about this project seriously undermined the credibility of Calypso contentions that they’ve “made every effort to inform their prospective neighbors.” Until 2005, the LNG facility license approval process required the input and assent of the surrounding neighborhoods and local governments impacted by these plants. This regulatory scrutiny would insure that the facility was compatible with the environmental, safety and security needs of the community. While the process was strident, it would result in a mutually supportive relationship between the Community and the facility operator. Although intensely suspicious about the company’s motives for couching the project in secrecy, no Florida resident could believe that any level of government would allow the construction of a facility that would threaten their lives. With few exceptions, local residents and their elected officials were unaware that the law had been changed, eliminating their approval rights and vesting them instead to a federal bureaucracy. How could this happen? Specifically, how could such an important right have been usurped without anyone’s knowledge, including our elected officials? We soon learned how... and why.

Energy Policy Act of 2005 Covertly Excises Local Rights

Fed up with problematic licensing delays from individuals and local governments opposed to dangerous but lucrative energy facilities, the Bush Administration engineered the amendment of federal oversight laws and created executive orders to ostensibly “fast-track” energy facilities licensing procedures. On May 18, 2001, President Bush signed Executive Order 13212 (“Actions to Expedite Energy-Related Projects”), requiring all executive departments and agencies to “expedite their review of authorizations for energy-related projects and to take other action necessary to accelerate the completion of such projects.” To legitimize the ejection of protective local and state licensing components considered “dilatory”, a “White House Task Force on Energy Project Streamlining” recommended an inter-agency cooperation order requiring every federal agency to mutually support one another’s efforts, effectively dispensing with independent review. 

In November 2004, Congressional supporters of the Administration’s effort to pre-empt local licensing obstacles covertly inserted controversial language into the conference report for a massive appropriations bill (H.R. 4818) that was in neither the House nor Senate versions – without a vote or hearing – that undermined the ability of states and local communities to participate in the approval process.
 The language was clearly aimed at a July 2004 lawsuit filed by the California Public Utilities Commission (challenging the placement of an unwanted LNG facility) claiming that FERC illegally ruled in a March 24, 2004 declaratory order that FERC, not the state, has jurisdiction over the permitting and siting of LNG facilities inside the state’s borders.
 Even California’s two senators were surprised to learn that this language had been surgically implanted into the conference report.
Later, the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (H.R. 6)
 finally actualized President Bush’s energy policy, radically limiting the states jurisdiction over the permitting and siting of LNG facilities. Title III (Oil & Gas), Subtitle B, Section 311 (Exportation Or Importation Of Natural Gas) (e)(1) states that the Federal Energy Regulatory “Commission shall have the exclusive authority to approve or deny an application for the siting, construction, expansion, or operation of an LNG terminal.” (b)(11) “‘LNG terminal’ includes all natural gas facilities located onshore or in State waters...” States are only allowed to “consult” on permitting, rather than exercise unique regulatory authority to protect their communities.


In addition to being designated as the “lead” agency, the language directs that Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) alone “shall establish a schedule” for all federal and state LNG proceedings and maintain the “exclusive record” of the proceedings. The language only requires FERC to “consult with the State commission of the state in which the liquefication or gasification natural gas terminal is located” – so if a state disagrees with FERC procedures and/or rulings, FERC can simply ignore the state’s concerns. While the Act allows states to “conduct safety inspections”, this is permitted only AFTER the facility has been approved by FERC and built. After providing written notice to FERC of its intentions, since the state can only conduct such safety inspections under FERC guidelines (rather than those of the state’s public utility commission), if a state has tougher safety standards than the federal government, only the weaker federal standard could be enforced. The language is clearly aimed at a July 2004 lawsuit filed by the California Public Utilities Commission (challenging the placement of an unwanted LNG facility) claiming that FERC illegally ruled in a March 24, 2004 declaratory order that FERC, not the state, has jurisdiction over the permitting and siting of LNG facilities inside the state’s borders.
 Even California’s two senators were surprised to learn later that it had been added to the conference report.

In June of 2005, the National Governor’s Association wrote the U.S. Senate, urging them to support a bi-partisan amendment to the energy bill protecting the ability of states to have adequate say over the siting and permitting of proposed LNG facilities. Under White House pressure, the Senate rejected the National Governor’s Association’s request. On June 22, 2005 the US Senate voted 52 to 45 (3 not voting) to reject an amendment to the energy bill that would have provided Governors the unrestricted right to veto proposed LNG projects. Earlier, the House struck down an amendment by a 237 to 194 vote that removed language giving the federal government exclusive jurisdiction over LNG permitting and siting. 
After resolving potentially inflammatory jurisdictional confusion with the Department of Transportation and the Department of Homeland Security, FERC designated the Coast Guard and the Maritime Administration as the reviewing agencies for license approval. Now that the industry-composed Energy policy is law, with permission of either the Coast Guard or the Maritime Administration, any solvent company can build a LNG facility (or a nuclear reactor) in your swimming pool. Fortunately, in certain circumstances, the Governor of each state is afforded a brief window during which veto power can still be exercised over some of these projects. 


For the $17,495,044 in direct contributions to key legislators and the $112,289,825 spread around by lobbyists
, the Energy Industry bought $6 billion in Oil & Gas subsidies, $9 billion in Coal subsidies, $12 billion in Nuclear Power subsidies, $2 billion in Electric Power subsidies and across-the-board regulatory rollbacks exempting compliance with the Safe Drinking Water Act, the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, the National Environmental Policy Act and the Coastal Zone Management Act. Laugh it up… half of these giveaways were incentives to build facilities that already existed. Finally, the Act codified the elimination of local licensing approval for LNG facilities.
 Based on discredited trickle down theory characterized as “Voodoo Economics” by President Bush’s father, instead of lowering energy prices, allowing energy industry lobbyists to write the bill is having the predicted effect of sending fuel prices and energy costs through the roof.

SUEZ Applies for a LNG License: “Below the Radar”

It’s not as if SUEZ and Calypso didn’t have adequate opportunity to effectively notify local residents and their government officials about the planned liquefied natural gas (LNG) deepwater port. The original Calypso LNG plant license application was for a planned facility in Freeport, Bahamas. The original Calypso Pipeline was approved about a decade ago and would have connected the LNG facility in Grand Bahama Island to Port Everglades. However, the deal soured when the Bahamian Government investigated the plant’s potential for disaster. The 2004 LNG plant catastrophe in the Algerian port city of Skikda belied the operator’s contention that the prospect for such accidents was “statistically impossible”. Despite the Algerian LNG plant’s having recently been completely rehabilitated by Halliburton, 27 people were killed and 72 injured when a vapor cloud ignited. Bahamian concerns were exacerbated when the license applicant was cited for unresolved safety violations from 2002 through 2005 at their sole operational LNG plant in the United States, the SUEZ Distrigas LNG facility in Everett, Massachusetts. Understandably, the Bahamian Government refused to license the facility. 
Hoping to salvage their muddled investment, SUEZ decided to quietly move the Calypso project to Fort Lauderdale. By locating the gas plant somewhere along the last leg of the proposed Calypso pipeline, they could avoid repeating much of the regulatory application process. By siting the project several miles away from the heart of Fort Lauderdale, they could lessen the prospect for local scrutiny.
While discussing placement parameters at a March 2008 meeting with municipal and civic officials in City Hall, Calypso representatives said that they would have preferred installing the deepwater port 40 or 50 miles from the populated shore to ensure public safety. They said that the Miami Escarpment, an undersea geological feature about 10 miles from the Fort Lauderdale shoreline in which the sea floor drops precipitously rendered the safer alternative structurally difficult and more expensive. Since the gas is transported by pipeline from the deepwater port to the shore, consideration should have been given to offshore sites unaffected by this underwater cliff. The deepwater port’s proximity to Fort Lauderdale is obviously unnecessary since the project’s original license placed the regasification structure in the Bahamas, with the gas traveling by pipeline to Port Everglades. By providing a 40 to 50 mile cushion between the installation and the densely populated Broward beachfront, a similar open ocean placement anywhere along the coast would sufficiently insulate the population from any catastrophic ramifications. However, if they could quietly obtain a license to operate close to the populated beach, SUEZ could save some money.
On March 1, 2006, Calypso filed a Deepwater Port License Application (Docket number USCG-2006-26009) with the U.S. Coast Guard, which has jurisdiction for the permitting, operation and security for such facilities located in federal waters. However, when the application was deemed incomplete on March 22, 2006, a list of data gaps was provided to the applicant. A revised application was submitted to the Maritime Administration (MARAD) and the Coast Guard (USCG) for review on September 25, 2006. MARAD and USCG deemed the application complete on October 13, 2006. The Coast Guard secured a third party contractor (ENTRIX, Inc.) to begin an environmental review and develop an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The poorly attended initial meeting to scope public input was held on December 6, 2006 in the Fort Lauderdale Marriott North (6500 North Andrews Avenue in Fort Lauderdale) which resulted in the Maritime Administration issuing a stop clock letter on January 26, 2007. The “Stop Clock” letter was lifted on August 31, 2007. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) – a preliminary impact instrument – was placed on the docket for public comment, with notice posted in the Federal Register on November 2nd. A 45-day public comment period closed on December 17, 2007. Upon receipt of a November 1st notice by the Coast Guard that their license application was deemed complete, president and CEO of SUEZ Energy North America Zin Smati remarked, “The receipt of the Coast Guard’s letter is an important project milestone because it sets in motion a defined timetable for the regulatory review process. We can now be confident that the project will remain on schedule so we are ready to be the first project to deliver an important new source of energy to the Florida market in early 2010.” 
Few people perused the Federal Register or stumbled across the mandated Calypso media notice that resembled a promotion for an early bird dinner at a Bahamian restaurant. Although notice requirements were legally met, attempts to realistically elicit local input were woefully inadequate. ENTRIX, the third party contractor hired by the Coast Guard, was responsible for preparing the Public Notices and coordinating public meetings. In a feat of public relations magic, they fulfilled the notice requirement without anyone noticing. By the time knowledge of the project saw real daylight, it was almost a fait accompli.
Calypso Presentation Sparks Investigation

To preserve objectivity, the Galt Mile Community Association (whose residents live across from the planned facility) invited officials of Suez Energy North America (a subsidiary of French energy conglomerate SUEZ and parent company of the Calypso project) to explain the project to the association’s Presidents Council (Officers, Directors and association representatives from the 26 Galt Mile Condos and Coops) at an April 7, 2008 meeting in Plaza South Condominium. When asked about the prospect of an ignitable vapor cloud reaching our beach, Suez representatives said that although there were no actual studies that demonstrated the distance that the cloud could travel, a risk assessment included in the SUEZ-sponsored Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) indicates that the 7-mile cushion between the facility and the beach should protect beachfront residents. 


When the Suez personnel were asked about the facility’s value as a terrorist target, they said that the Coast Guard would protect the facility. A Playa del Mar Director pointed out that a December 2007 Government Accountability Office (GAO) Maritime Security report stated that liquefied natural gas (LNG) tankers face “suicide attacks from explosive-laden boats, standoff attacks with weapons launched from a distance and armed assaults” resulting in a “severe threat to public safety, environmental consequences, and disruption of the energy supply chain,” and - most importantly - that “the Coast Guard - the lead federal agency for Maritime Security - has insufficient resources to meet its own self-imposed security standards.”
 They had no response other than repeating their faith in the Coast Guard.


The vast majority of Council members and other attending local residents expressed concerns about the casual treatment of security and safety issues by the Suez personnel. So did City Commissioner Christine Teel, who arranged the meeting. The members, as well as the Commissioner, requested that we investigate these concerns to adjudicate their validity. In the weeks following the meeting, the residual trepidations felt by many of the attending Council participants were imparted to friends and neighbors, spreading epidemically throughout almost every member association. By mid-May, concern spread to neighboring communities Pompano Beach and Lauderdale-by-the-Sea north of the Galt Mile neighborhood and Lauderdale Beach, Central Beach and South Beach to the south. Several weeks were spent weeding out anti-LNG “horror stories” and pro-LNG marketing hype from verifiable substantive information about LNG in general and the Calypso Project in particular. The information uncovered by this investigation clarified why SUEZ pursued a covert licensing strategy, as a significant volume of credible documentation confirms a variety of serious threats to life and property that would be impossible for the company to justify.

LNG Incidents in Calypso DEIS & FEIS

Buried deep in the Calypso LNG LLC Draft & Final Environmental Impact Statements (DEIS & FEIS), Appendix K “LNG Incidents”, lists several dozen accidental and/or intentional incidents involving LNG facilities wherein the consequences ranged from minor service interruptions to unspeakable catastrophes marked by the death of hundreds and $billions (in today’s dollars) in property damage.
 Following a review of the devastation described in these incidents, it became critical to ascertain whether Calypso threatened the adjacent communities with a similar holocaust. The coastal residents most vulnerable to this threat overwhelmingly agree that assisting a foreign conglomerate to improve their product distribution was not worth exposing their homes and families to a horrific catastrophe. The Calypso DEIS assigned probability parameters to these incidents in hopes of making them statistically disappear.  Since these events all actually happened, the document’s theoretical exercises fail to provide acceptable assurance that they cannot reoccur.

To better understand this issue, data from the Calypso DEIS and the related SUEZ web sites, the Coast Guard Deepwater Ports and Maritime Administration web sites, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) web site, the Energy Information Administration web site and the Florida and California Public Service Commission web sites was used as a jumping off point. In addition to checking the history of LNG incidents, adequately investigating the prospective dangers would require reviewing certain key areas including the nature of liquefied natural gas, the LNG facility’s value as a terrorist target, the credibility of various facility security alternatives, the laws governing the facility’s licensing, the laws governing Calypso’s liability, the actual cost to residents and, most important, the imminence and consequences of a catastrophic threat.
LNG Catastrophes

In 1913, a prototype LNG peakshaving facility was built in West Virginia. In 1941, the East Ohio Gas Company built a commercial facility in Cleveland. Since natural gas was often used to abet the power supply when taxed by heavy demand during peak utilization periods, LNG storage and vaporization facilities were referred to as peakshaving plants. On Friday, October 20, 1944, the first major accident in America at a LNG facility incinerated one square mile of Cleveland, killing 130 and leaving 680 people homeless. The East Ohio Gas Co. explosion and fire occurred when a tank containing liquid natural gas equivalent to 90 million cubic feet exploded, setting off the most disastrous fire in Cleveland’s history. 
Homes and businesses were engulfed by a tidal wave of fire in more than 1 sq. mi. of Cleveland’s east side, bounded by St. Clair Ave. NE, E. 55th St., E. 67th St., and the Memorial Shoreway. At approximately 2:30 P.M., white vapor began leaking out of Storage Tank No. 4, which had been built by the East Ohio Gas Co. in 1942 to provide additional reserve gas for local war industries. The gas in the tank, located at the northern end of E. 61st St., became combustible when mixed with air and exploded at 2:40 P.M., followed by the explosion of a second tank about 20 minutes later. The fire spread through 20 blocks, engulfing rows of houses while missing others. The vaporizing gas also flowed along the curbs and gutters and into catch basins, through which it entered the underground sewers, exploding from time to time, ripping up pavement, damaging underground utility installations, and blowing out manhole covers. 
The immediate area surrounding the burning district was evacuated and refugees were sheltered in Willson Jr. High School on E. 55th St. where the Red Cross tried to care for approximately 680 homeless victims. By late afternoon Saturday much of the fire had burned itself out, electricity was restored in some areas, and the next day a few residents began returning to what remained of their homes. The fire destroyed 79 homes, 2 factories, 217 cars, 7 trailers, and 1 tractor; the death toll reached 130.


Another entry in Appendix K of the Calypso DEIS refers to a catastrophe in Skikda, Algeria. 27 people were killed and 72 injured when a 2004 explosive blaze ripped through a liquefied natural gas plant in this Algerian seaport. Flames lit the sky after an explosion at Algeria’s largest refinery and principal oil exporter in the port city of Skikda, 500 km (310 miles) east of the capital Algiers, early January 20, 2004.
 Rescue workers searched through rubble for missing workers on Tuesday after a huge explosion at its key gas installations killed 23 people on Monday evening, official media said. Although initially attributed to a defective boiler, documentation presented by plant owner Sonatrach demonstrated that a large amount of liquid gas escaped from a pipe and formed a cloud of highly flammable and explosive vapor that hovered over the facility until ignited by an unknown flame source. Although Calypso personnel have represented that vapor clouds do not explode when ignited, but instead burn at fiercely hot temperatures, the Appendix K Skikda entry states, “The casualties are mainly due to the blast, few casualties due to fire”. In fact, when LNG leaks into a confined area, thereby experiencing compression, it can violently explode when ignited. The Calypso Appendix K informational text box describes the accident leak area as “semiconfined”.

Another incident in Algeria took place at the plant in Arzew. Unlike the standard LNG catastrophes, the 1977 incident wasn’t marked by a superheated fire. An aluminum valve composed of the wrong alloy fractured when exposed to the cryogenic temperatures at which LNG is stored, releasing the -260° vaporizing LNG. Absent an ignition source, the discharge froze one worker to death. Several windows were blasted out by shock waves from rapid phase transition of the gas.
 

In 1973, 40 Staten Island workers repairing an out-of-service LNG tank at the Texas Eastern Transmission Company peakshaving facility were killed when liquefied natural gas that had leaked through the mylar tank liner into the surrounding soil and tank wall berm was ignited by a spark from one of the irons or vacuum cleaners used during the repair. The resulting fire generated enough pressure to dislodge a 6-inch thick concrete roof, which then fell on the workers in the tank.
 Which deaths resulted from the fire and which were the result of having been crushed is unclear. 

In October 1979, an explosion occurred within an electrical substation at the Cove Point, MD receiving terminal. LNG leaked through an inadequately tightened LNG pump electrical penetration seal, vaporized, passed through 200 feet of underground electrical conduit, and entered the substation. The normal arcing contacts of a circuit breaker ignited the natural gas-air mixture, resulting in an explosion. The explosion killed one operator in the building, seriously injured a second and caused about $3 million in damages. The National Transportation Safety Board found that the Cove Point Terminal was designed and constructed in conformance with all appropriate regulations and codes.
 

Every one of the more than 3 dozen other LNG incidents that occurred during the past 50 years was preceded by corporate assurances of adequate safety and security precautions. Not surprisingly, the second factor shared by these incidents is their corporate immunity to damages restitution. Through regulatory slight-of-hand, the governing laws provide the offending corporate perpetrator with a get-out-of-jail-free card, passing the fiscal punishment to the victims and their local governments.


Of course, this doesn’t include the thousands of pipeline accidents that occur across the country annually.
 The U.S. Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS) has counted 6,377 accidents between 1986 and August 2001. These incidents caused 376 deaths, 1,699 injuries and $1,140,697,582 in property damage.
LNG Properties and Characteristics


Although its vapor is colorless, odorless, and non-toxic, LNG is considered a flammable liquid. It is typically 85 to 96% methane by volume, 3 to 9% ethane with the balance comprised mainly of nitrogen and heavier hydrocarbons such as propane and butane. LNG vapor at ambient temperatures is lighter than air and typically appears as a visible white cloud when released because its cold temperature condenses water vapor in the surrounding atmosphere. Depending on its location, LNG vapor from a liquid release will tend to stay near the surface of the ground or water until it mixes with air and warms to a temperature of -162ºF. When this occurs, it will become less dense than air and will rise and disperse more rapidly as a flammable vapor cloud. If not ignited, the cloud will drift downwind until the effects of dispersion dilute the vapors below a flammable concentration. LNG vapors will only ignite when the concentration of gas in the air is between 5 and 15 % – its lower and upper flammability limits, respectively.
 These vapor clouds have low explosion potential, so the primary concern does not center upon a large blast resulting from a LNG release. An ignition source, such as an open flame or a spark, would need to be present for the cloud to ignite, and one can assume that such a source would be abundant as a result of the likely violent and dramatic event that caused the breach in the first place. Natural gas condenses into liquid, or LNG, when it is cooled to temperatures below -260º Fahrenheit (-162.2º Centigrade) at 14.7 psia. As a liquid, natural gas occupies only 1/600th the volume of its gaseous state, which allows it to be stored and transported more effectively. LNG is then “regasified” when it is warmed.
 
LNG Tanker Spill and Breach Hazards

The safety threats posed by LNG inure to a spill or breach. The tankers that transport LNG are typically more than 900 feet long, equipped with five 6-million gallon tanks filled with LNG. Each ship carries enough natural gas to heat 30,000 homes for a year. The tanks are designed to conform to the shape of the ship’s hull and therefore occupy the majority of the internal area of the vessel, minimizing the space into which spilled or leaked LNG can accumulate. The tanks are specially built to store LNG at subzero temperatures and to maintain the stability of the fuel in its liquefied state. Today’s LNG tankers are built with double hulls to protect the tanks from rupturing in the event of a collision or deliberate attack, with approximately 10 feet separating the two hulls. Between the cargo tank and the first hull is a layer of insulation approximately one foot thick.
 


The event most likely to cause major devastation from a LNG release on water is a pool fire. LNG draining from a breached tank forms a pool on the surface of the water. As the pool forms, some of the liquid will evaporate as the warmer water condenses the colder LNG. If an ignition source is present, as it likely would be in the case of a large-scale LNG release, the flammable vapor will ignite and the flame will travel back to the spill, resulting in the ignition of the LNG that had pooled on the surface of the water. Most scientists believe that if one of a tanker’s five tanks was to fully release onto the water’s surface, a pool fire could result that could potentially envelop the entire tanker. LNG fires cannot be extinguished by conventional fire-fighting techniques and will burn much more rapidly and at much greater intensities and levels of heat than crude oil or even gasoline fires.
 

Scientists measure the amount of heat given off by a fire by looking at the amount of heat energy emitted per unit area as a function of time. This is called the surface emissive power of a fire and is measured in kilowatts per square meter (kW/m²). Generally, the heat given off by an LNG fire is reported to be more than 200 kW/m². By comparison, the surface emissive power of a very smoky oil fire can be as little as 20 kW/m². The heat from fire can be felt far away from the fire itself. Scientists use heat flux – also measured in kW/m²– to quantify the amount of heat felt at a distance from a fire. For instance, a heat flux of 5 kW/m² can cause second degree burns after about 30 seconds of exposure to bare skin. A heat flux of about 12.5 kW/m² will ignite wood, and a heat flux of about 37.5 kW/m² can melt steel.


A further hazard of LNG is that its extreme cold causes most metals to become brittle and contract violently. If LNG spills onto ordinary metals (that is, those not specially alloyed for such low temperatures), such as the deck plating of a ship, it often causes instant brittle fractures. Thus failure of the special cryogenic-alloy membranes which contain the LNG in tanks or tankers could bring it into contact with ordinary steel – the hull of a ship or the outer tank of a marine vessel – and cause it to unzip like a banana, a risk most analyses ignore.
 Leaking LNG can also freeze to death anyone exposed shortly after release. Because an LNG vapor cloud displaces the oxygen in the air, it could potentially asphyxiate people who come into contact with it.
 

If LNG released into water or air isn’t ignited, the collecting mostly methane vapor can travel downwind until it achieves concentration levels with oxygen of 5% to 15%, at which point it becomes highly flammable. Anything from a carpet spark to a cell phone will ignite a 3000° fireball capable of treating almost anything as fuel.
The Value of LNG Facilities as Targets for Terror

Dozens of counter-terrorism authorities have warned against the establishment of LNG facilities in densely populated areas. Former White House counter-terrorism chief Richard Clarke wrote a report entitled “LNG Facilities in Urban Areas” in May of 2005 for Attorney General Patrick Lynch of Rhode Island. His Security Risk Management Analysis was compiled to assess the risk for a planned urban LNG facility comparable to Calypso in Providence, Rhode Island. Richard Clarke served 11 years as White House National Coordinator for Security and Counterterrorism for Presidents George W. Bush, Bill Clinton and George H. Bush. A professor at Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, Clarke also held national security posts under Presidents Reagan and chairs Good Harbor Consulting, a marquis international consulting firm that advises corporate and government clients about corporate security risk management, cybersecurity, counterterrorism and dealing with the Federal Government on security and IT (Information Technology) issues.


Describing Al Qaeda’s stated interest in LNG facilities and tankers, Clarke states, “As LNG imports become a more important sector of our economy, terrorist organizations like al Qaeda will become more interested in attacking them. In addition, LNG tankers, which often travel in close proximity to metropolitan seaports, are undoubtedly attractive high casualty targets for al Qaeda planners. In a recently released document known simply as the National Planning Scenarios, DHS (Department of Homeland Security) indicated that a potential terrorist attack on a chemical or gas tanker is the number six ranked doomsday scenario for the United States government. As a result, DHS is expected to spend at least an additional one billion dollars to secure against this form of terrorist attack. However even those within DHS believe that the United States is a long way away from true preparedness.”
 


According to a December 2007 Government Accountability Office (GAO) Maritime Security report, liquefied natural gas (LNG) tankers face “suicide attacks such as explosive-laden boats, “standoff” attacks with weapons launched from a distance, and armed assaults. Highly combustible commodities such as liquefied gases have the potential to catch fire or, in a more unlikely scenario, explode, posing a threat to public safety. Attacks could also have environmental consequences, and attacks that disrupt the supply chain could have a severe economic impact.”
 In a January 9, 2007 Congressional Research Service Report entitled “Maritime Security: Potential Terrorist Attacks and Protection Priorities”, Admiral Thad W. Allen, Commandant of the U.S. Coast Guard, stated that “there is a significant threat by vessel-borne improvised explosive devices” and that “vulnerability to small-boat attacks stood out during a 2006 threat assessment.”
 A 2004 report by Sandia National Laboratories identified LNG tankers as vulnerable to ramming, pre-placed explosives, insider takeover, hijacking, or external terrorist actions (such as a Limburg-type; rocket-propelled grenades, missile or airplane attack).
 The National Strategy for Maritime Security encompasses the nation’s primary maritime security doctrine. A joint product of the DHS, DOD and the White House, it summarizes, “Terrorists can also develop effective attack capabilities relatively quickly using ... explosives-laden suicide boats and light aircraft; merchant and cruise ships as kinetic weapons to ram another vessel, warship, port facility, or offshore platform; commercial vessels as launch platforms for missile attacks; underwater swimmers to infiltrate ports; and unmanned underwater explosive delivery vehicles. Mines are also an effective weapon.... Terrorists can also take advantage of a vessel’s legitimate cargo, such as chemicals, petroleum, or liquefied natural gas, as the explosive component of an attack.”
 


The GAO report refutes the Coast Guard’s presumed capability to adequately secure LNG tankers and facilities, exclaiming, “The Coast Guard, the lead federal agency for maritime security, report insufficient resources to meet its own self imposed security standards, such as escorting ships carrying liquefied natural gas.” The GAO report also admonishes that adding new urban LNG facilities such as Calypso will further dilute those already insufficient resources, especially “at some domestic ports, where workload demands are likely to rise substantially as new LNG facilities come on line and LNG shipments increase. These increased demands could cause the Coast Guard to continue to be unable to meet the standards it has set for keeping U.S. ports secure.”
 

In a 2008 policy report entitled, “The Terrorist Threat to Liquefied Natural Gas: Fact or Fiction?”, Lieutenant Commander Cindy Hurst of the Institute for the Analysis of Global Security (IAGS) explains the dynamics behind the Coast Guard’s worsening resource shortfall, stating, “During a hearing in the United States House of Representatives on 21 March 2007, Jim Wells of the GAO raised doubt that the Coast Guard can marshal the resources needed to meet its responsibilities. While it took 40 years to build the fleet of LNG carriers to 200 tankers worldwide, it will take less than four more years for that number to grow to 300. This rapid growth rate coupled with the anticipated growth rate of LNG imports into the U.S. presents a real security challenge. The U.S. faces today potential lack of security measures and resources to protect these new assets.”
 A dearth of resources is not the only problem. Having served 11 years as White House counter-terrorism chief, Richard Clarke confirmed, “We are unaware of any analysis performed by counter-terrorism experts in the US Government, such as the US Special Operation Command, that would demonstrate the ability of the Coast Guard... to prevent attacks by determined and skilled terrorists on either the urban off loading facility and/or the LNG tanker...”
 

Hurst also presents Al-Qaeda’s specific intentions toward LNG tankers, explaining, “There have reportedly been indications of terrorists planning to hit LNG tankers. In November 2002, the capture of Abdal Rahim al-Nashiri, al-Qaeda’s operational commander in the Gulf region, brought to light the idea that terrorists were already planning to go after such targets. Nashiri, allegedly a specialist in maritime operations, had already played a key role in the attack on the USS Cole and the Limburg. According to a Western counterterrorism official during an interrogation, Nashiri indicated that al-Qaeda had information on the vulnerability of supertankers to suicide attacks and the economic impacts they would have. The official informed The Daily Star that al-Qaeda had a naval manual describing ‘the best places on the vessels to hit, how to employ limpet mines, fire rockets or rocket-propelled grenades from high-speed craft, and turn LNG tankers into floating bombs. They (terrorists) are also shown how to use fast craft packed with explosives and the use of trawlers, or ships like that, that can be turned into bombs and detonated beside bigger ships or in ports, where petroleum or gas storage areas could go up as well. They (manuals) even talk of using underwater scooters for suicide attacks.’”
 Considering Al-Qaeda’s newly enhanced maritime capabilities, Clarke doubts the feasibility of securing urban marine transit corridors adjacent to heavily populated areas (comparable to the tanker route for the planned Calypso facility). He warns “Both the proposed urban LNG off loading facility and the proposed LNG tanker transit ... have security vulnerabilities that are unlikely to be successfully remediated.”
 


Clarke assesses the “Future of Maritime Terrorism” in stating, “The desire of terrorist organizations such as al Qaeda to disrupt our economy through attacks on maritime trade and infrastructure has been shown. The attacks on the U.S.S. Cole and the Limburg have proven al Qaeda’s ability to inflict heavy damage on fortified ships, and the rising number of maritime attacks in other parts of the world must be taken into account in devising maritime security precautions in the United States. …Al Qaeda has released several statements expressing its intent to strike maritime commerce, specifically the transit of oil and gas.”
 The GAO concurs, affirming that “Reports we reviewed and assessments we received indicate that the threat of seaborne terrorist attack on maritime energy tankers and infrastructure is likely to persist.
 For example, two Coast Guard admirals testified that the nation is subject to an estimated four malicious maritime incursions around the country each week.”
 

Serving as White House terrorism chief from 1992 until retiring to the private sector in 2003, Clarke admitted that senior Bush Administration officials knew “that al-Qaeda operatives had been infiltrating Boston by coming in on liquid natural gas tankers from Algeria” prior to the 9-11 terrorist attacks. The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) also reported that “in early 2001 there was some suspicion of possible associations between stowaways on Algerian flagged LNG tankers arriving in Boston and persons connected with the so-called ‘Millennium Plot’ to bomb targets in the United States,”
 prompting DHS to add LNG tankers to a list of potential terrorist targets as per a security alert late in 2003.
 When the Mayor of Boston refused to reopen Boston Harbor to LNG shipping after 9/11, SUEZ (Distrigas) complained to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), which forced the Port to admit the company’s vessels.

Trinidad and Tobago LNG Imports


While the threat is clearly heightened by sourcing LNG from Persian Gulf countries already accommodating to Al Qaeda and other Jihadist operatives, Clarke addresses LNG imports from Trinidad and Tobago, where SUEZ also plans to onload LNG destined for Calypso. He explains, “Natural gas shipments from Trinidad and Tobago account for more than 80% of all U.S. LNG imports, with that number expected to rise over the course of the next decade as the U.S. weans itself off of natural gas from Algeria and Qatar because of terrorism concerns. But there is a terrorism concern associated with Trinidadian natural gas as well. Jamaat al-Muslimeen is a radical Islamic Trinidadian opposition group that staged a failed coup against the national government in 1990 and has since built a lucrative criminal empire that includes arms smuggling, drug trafficking, and a disturbing kidnapping operation. Other radical Islamic groups in Trinidad include Waajihatul Islaamiyyah, an organization that openly supports Osama bin Laden, al Qaeda, and Jemaah Islamiya. Waajihatul Islaamiyyah has said it intends to establish an Islamic state in Trinidad and has claimed to be manufacturing chemical and biological weapons for use against U.S. and British oil and gas interests on the island. Concerns within the U.S. government are deep enough that FBI and CIA counterterrorism experts have been sent to Trinidad to assist the government in cracking down on the fundamentalist organizations.”
 
Shortfalls in the FERC Safety Review Process


Our concerns are far from unique. White House policy to fast track licensing procedures by vesting FERC with sole authority for siting, construction, and operation of new LNG terminals as well as modifications or extensions of existing LNG terminals has created a maelstrom of unresolved controversy. A May 27, 2004 Congressional Research Service report acknowledges why “community groups and local officials fear that LNG terminals may expose them to unacceptable safety hazards, and that these safety hazards may not be appropriately evaluated in the federal siting approval process. They question the adequacy of safety exclusion zones and the lack of ‘remote siting’ requirements in federal regulations. They are also concerned that FERC does not adequately account for maritime safety hazards associated with LNG tankers that would service new terminals. These issues are complicated by apparent contradictions among recent LNG hazard studies, including those used by the federal government to evaluate LNG terminal hazards.”
 
Remote Siting vs. Exclusion Zones

Exploring “Risk Reduction and Avoidance” alternatives, Clarke also suggests that “the LNG off loading facility could be sighted in a location that did not involve either an urban environment for the facility or ... the LNG tanker. Locating the facility in a non-urban environment ... would significantly reduce both the attractiveness to terrorists of an attack (because the attack would not generate large scale casualties) and the consequence management and recovery burdens on governments should an attack occur. We note that GAO, the investigatory arm of the Congress, recommended in 1979 that the Congress or Administration prohibit any additional large scale LNG facilities in or LNG tanker transit through urban areas.”
 This strategy, known as “Remote Siting”, is the only risk reduction methodology proclaimed effective by virtually every authoritative counter-terrorism source. 

Federal safety regulations require LNG terminals to be surrounded by “exclusion zones” to protect neighboring communities in the event of a pool fire or flammable vapor cloud (49 C.F.R. §§ 193.2057, 2059). FERC has consistently approved exclusion zones that were woefully inadequate for their safety functions by arbitrarily manipulating assumptions and standards. The thermal and vapor exclusion zones they approve are too small, in part because the “design spills” on which they are based are too small. Terrorist attacks on storage tanks could release far more LNG far more quickly than assumed by FERC standards for siting plans — resulting in larger, hotter pool fires or larger vapor clouds closer to nearby populations. In its draft environmental impact statement for the Freeport LNG terminal, FERC calculated thermal exclusion zones based on a major storage tank design spill. This spill assumes the release of 46.5 million gallons of LNG from an onshore storage tank, approximately 110% of the total tank capacity. However, FERC enigmatically approved a greatly reduced thermal exclusion zone of only 914 feet from the tank
 and a similarly lower vapor exclusion zone of 2,111 feet from the process area drain.
 The results were mysteriously lowered to reflect a spill of only 220,000 gallons. In fact, the largest flammable vapor exclusion zone FERC considers is based on a spill of 220,000 gallons because an unrelated NFPA report did not view vapor dispersion from larger tank spills to be “credible”.
 In December 2003, the NFPA said there is no reason to change the current design spill provisions, nor any evidence that the catastrophic failure of an onshore LNG tank is plausible.
 Despite the explosive fireball that leveled the LNG facility in Algeria one month later, dramatically proving their assumption wrong, NFPA and FERC still maintained that such events were not credible. 
Federally allowable levels of thermal radiation from pool fires are also extremely toxic, since radiation at these levels could still burn people in a relatively short period of time. These FERC standards were also drawn from questionably applicable NFPA standards. According to federal regulation, thermal radiation from a design spill can be no more than 1,600 Btu/ft²-hr at a “property line that can be built upon” or at an “outdoor assembly area occupied by 50 or more persons” (NFPA 59A 2-2.3.1)
. This radiation level would burn an exposed person within approximately 30 seconds, although it would not ignite a wooden structure.
 The NFPA LNG standards committee acknowledges that heat exposure at 1,600 Btu/ft²-hr “is fatal quite quickly” and that this specific limit is “somewhat arbitrary.”
 In a monument to twisted logic, FERC and the NFPA have no intention of adjusting the exclusion zone to insure survivability. Instead, they contend that there would be sufficient alarm or other warning in an LNG release to allow potentially exposed individuals time to seek shelter or move further away from the exclusion zone before injury!
 Since radiation travels at the speed of light, it is clear that FERC’s public safety standards have been sacrificed to its licensing facilitation mandate.  In a report about the FERC-approved exclusion zones for the proposed Harpswell terminal, for example, it concludes that “the federal safety requirements ... will not prevent harm to humans outside the site boundary for the spill scenarios that FERC considers.”


The LNG safety provisions in the federal pipeline safety law require the Secretary of Transportation to “consider the ... need to encourage remote siting” of new LNG facilities (49 U.S.C. § 60103). However, federal regulations contain no clear “remote” siting requirements, relying instead on safety exclusion zones to satisfy the remoteness requirements under the Pipeline Safety Act, despite the Coast Guard’s admitted inability to enforce these security zones. This regulatory alternative was criticized by the General Accounting Office (GAO) in 1979 testimony to Congress supporting remote siting in the Pipeline Safety Act: The GAO Director J.D. Peach testified, “We believe remote siting is the primary factor in safety. Because of the inevitable uncertainties inherent in large-scale use of new technologies and the vulnerability of the facilities to natural phenomena and sabotage, the public can be best protected by placing these facilities away from densely populated areas.”
 In 2003, Representative Edward Markey, an original sponsor of the Pipeline Safety Act, expressed concern that DOT regulations did not go far enough in complying with the congressional intent of the remote siting provisions.
 

Magnitude of Catastrophic Consequences


Since the planners of terrorist strikes measure success by the resulting economic toll (in property and market confidence) and the shock value that a significant body count bodes for increased enlistment, attacks on LNG facilities satisfy both objectives. A 1982 Lovins & Lovins Pentagon study entitled “Brittle Power: Energy Strategy for National Security” describes how an ignited vapor cloud would ravage an urban environment, burning to completion with a turbulent diffusion flame reminiscent of the 1937 Hindenburg disaster, only about a hundred times as big. The heat flux would start fires about a mile or two away. Solicited by Armed Forces energy directors in the Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Lovins contends, “An LNG fireball can blow through a city, creating a very large number of ignitions and explosions across a wide area. No present or foreseeable equipment can put out a very large [LNG]... fire. The energy content of a single standard LNG tanker (one hundred twenty-five thousand cubic meters) is equivalent to seven-tenths of a megaton of TNT, or about fifty-five Hiroshima bombs.”
 Richard Clarke agrees, warning that, “Many fires could exceed the 2000 BTU limit for the employment of fire fighters, necessitating a ‘let it burn’ approach to many structures. There would be both prompt and delayed fatalities.”
 As Chairman of Lloyds, the world’s second largest commercial insurer, Lord Peter Levene is fiscally motivated to accurately assess prospective damages his company underwrites. He told Houston business leaders that “Specialists reckon that a terrorist attack on a LNG tanker would have the force of a small nuclear explosion. And it’s not just the vessels, but the terminals and the whole infrastructure which are at risk from terrorism.”
 

Speaking to the economic aftermath, Clarke said, “The financial cost of compensating victims and rebuilding damaged or destroyed facilities following a catastrophic attack on the urban LNG facility and/or LNG tanker would likely exceed any insurance carried by the owners and operators of the LNG facility and tanker.”
 Clarke continued, “In the absence of adequate insurance to pay victims and rebuild damaged or destroyed facilities, the LNG operators would be transferring the financial cost of the risk they would be creating either to the victims or to governments, or to some combination of both. Governments would also bear costs for greatly enhanced security and consequence management, including mass trauma and burn capabilities.”
 


Although existing laws protect foreign LNG vessel owners and the corporate LNG deepwater port operators, they ignore the City and its residents. All LNG vessel owners are protected by The Limitation of Vessel Owner’s Liability Act, 46 U.S.C. §181, et seq., a law enacted by Congress in 1851 to provide U.S. ship owners a chance to be competitive with foreign-flagged vessels whose liability was limited under European seafaring codes. The Act limits the owner’s liability to the post-disaster value of the vessel and its cargo contents. Since the U.S. Supreme Court has long held that the sinking of a ship marks the termination of both the voyage and the vessel’s value, the vessel owner’s financial liability in an LNG tanker disaster is severely limited. Notwithstanding prospective widespread damage to property or infrastructure in the $billions, the ship owner’s property exposure (outside the ship and cargo) is ZERO and loss of life and bodily injuries would be limited to just $420 per vessel ton.
 The Deepwater Port Act
 similarly limits the financial liability of an LNG deepwater port facility operator to $350 million. The Maritime Transportation Security Act of 2002 (MTSA)
 amended the Deepwater Port Act (DWPA) of 1974
, 33 United States Code 1501, et seq.
, to include natural gas. The damages limitation was created for offshore oil ports contemplating sufficient liability for an oil spill and cleanup costs, not LNG storage and regasification facilities capable of incinerating entire communities. Bottom line: the losses are passed to the victims and their local governments’ taxpayers.

Hidden Costs to Local Taxpayers


Hosting an LNG facility carries additional costs for local residents and their governments. The increase in security costs from growing U.S. LNG imports, and the diversion of Coast Guard and local safety agency resources from other activities have been a persistent concern to policy makers. State and local authorities incur costs for overtime police, fire and security personnel overseeing LNG tanker deliveries. The State of Massachusetts and the cities of Boston and Chelsea estimated they spent a combined $37,500 for overtime police, fire and security personnel to safeguard the first LNG shipment to the SUEZ Distrigas LNG import and regasification facility at Everett, Massachusetts on the Mystic River after September 11, 2001. When added to the cost of “shepherding” an LNG tanker through a delivery to the Everett terminal, the public cost of security is on the order of $80,000, excluding costs incurred by the terminal owner.
 Since greater security would be required to escort tankers to and from Calypso, local taxpayers will take up the slack. 


Coast Guard staff has acknowledged that resources dedicated to securing maritime LNG might be otherwise deployed for boating safety, search and rescue, drug interdiction, or other security missions. In subsequent testimony before Congress, Coast Guard Commandant Admiral Thad Allen expressed concern about the costs to the Coast Guard of securing dangerous cargoes such as LNG and called for a “national dialogue” on the issue.
 During questioning by the House Subcommittee on Homeland Security in March, 2008, Admiral Allen acknowledged that the Coast Guard did not currently possess sufficient resources to secure future LNG deliveries to a proposed Broadwater LNG terminal in Long Island Sound.
 Responding to the actual threat it posed to Long Island communities and the Sound’s delicate ecosystem as well as the implied threat to the Sound’s world class recreational reputation, New York Governor Paterson rejected FERC’s callous approval of the application.

Local Taxpayers to Fund Project Security

On April 24, 2008, the House of Representatives overwhelmingly approved a bill (HR 2830)
 by a vote of 395 Yeas vs. 7 Nays making the Coast Guard enforce security zones around LNG terminals and any arriving tankers – all potential terrorism targets. Despite a threatened Bush Administration veto, it would also require the Coast Guard to certify that it has adequate resources before approving an LNG facility’s security plan.
 Acknowledging the Coast Guard’s admitted inability to meet its own security standards, the White House supported an amendment (H.Amdt. 1024 by Rep. Steven LaTourette [R-OH])
 that allows the Coast Guard to use state or local government resources to assist in enforcing any security zone when deciding on security plans for LNG sites. In sharing the enormous security burden with local jurisdictions, the amendment acts as an unfunded mandate on the potential victims of a security breach. By making local taxpayers financially responsible for their own protection, the Administration could deflect media notoriety from a security failure while relieving the Coast Guard of sole responsibility for a task it is admittedly incapable of fulfilling. After relieving the local and state jurisdictions of their approval rights three years earlier, the irony inherent in making city, county and state taxpayers finance protection of foreign-owned energy assets appealed to the White House. 


At a May 28th meeting sponsored by Suez, when Galt Mile Community Association Advisory Board member Fred Nesbitt asked a panel of Coast Guard representatives comprised of Captain Karl Schultz (Commander, Coast Guard Sector Miami), Mark Prescott (chief of deep-water ports standard division for the U.S. Coast Guard) and Commander Brian Gove (USCG Chief, Prevention Operations) about the statement by the GAO that, “the Coast Guard - the lead federal agency for Maritime Security - has insufficient resources to meet its own self-imposed security standards,”
 they failed to answer. The next day, chief of the deep-water ports standard division Mark Prescott stated in a Miami Herald interview that if the deep-water ports are approved, it is unknown to what degree the site would be guarded. “It may be full time, random, or on an escort basis. Frankly, we may not have the resources to protect it.” Prescott added dogmatically, “But we may be given the resources to protect it,”
 referring to Calypso’s regulatory right under the impending legislation to include local resources in their security plan – funded by local taxpayers!!!


In a July 21, 2008 Washington Times Commentary, Admiral James A. Lyons Jr., commander in chief of the U.S. Pacific Fleet (the largest single military command in the world), laments how the Coast Guard’s budget and resources shortfall from their LNG security responsibilities will be filled by local law enforcement agencies. The Admiral, who is senior U.S. military representative to the United Nations and deputy chief of naval operations, complains that, in addition to being an “unfunded mandate on local governments and reducing their resources for traditional community law enforcement protection, they are not trained for this mission. You must have specially trained personnel such as counterterrorist SEALs to defeat a determined terrorist attack.”
 Furthermore, Admiral Lyons wonders why taxpayer-funded Coast Guard resources are being used to finance security for foreign-based private companies, recommending instead that, “LNG terminals and tanker operators directly or through contract provide necessary surveillance, tanker escort and waterside security to meet maritime (MARSEC Level 1) security threats,” approved and overseen by the Coast Guard.
Engineering a Risk Assessment


DHS, GAO and industry experts all agree on the need for reliable and objective threat analysis studies. Congressional Research Service Science and Technology Specialist Paul W. Parfomak complains that risk assessment outcomes are often disturbingly inconsistent and susceptible to manipulation of the assumptions upon which they are based. In a CRS Report for Congress, he states, “Impact estimates for LNG tanker attacks are largely based on engineering models, however, each with its own input assumptions–so it is difficult to assert definitively how dangerous a real attack would be.”
 Clarke also warns that the lack of real data allows risk assessors to shape results, observing “Given the existing and the anticipated lucrative market for LNG, stakes are high in determining the feasibility of safe LNG facilities and in reducing the perceived associated risks that are more apparent to us today, post-9/11. As such, there have been a number of studies conducted and commissioned to explore the risk of accidental breaches on LNG facilities, tankers in particular. These studies consist primarily of theoretical and computer modeled incidents, as there have been so few LNG breaches. There are far fewer studies that address intentional breaches, such as terrorist incidents, as these incidents to date have been uncommon. Therefore, our analysis on risk and consequence management of intentional breaches is based primarily on what is known about accidental breaches.”
 Since the objective of every terrorist incursion is a “worst case scenario”, applying the probability spectrum used to evaluate accidental breaches fails to statistically acknowledge the increased severity of intentional breaches, softening the assessment’s threat recognition. Sandia National Laboratories concurs with Clarke’s contention, stating in their May 2008 report entitled Breach and Safety Analysis of Spills Over Water from Large Liquefied Natural Gas Carriers, “Based on the previous work on breach sizes for accidental events in the 2004 Sandia LNG study, it is clear that accidental events in near-shore LNG operations are smaller and much easier to mitigate through operational safety improvements than spills caused by intentional events.”


Warning that certain “Independent Risk Assessments” financed by private companies with a vested interest in their outcomes are deliberately engineered to produce results beneficial to their sponsors, Clarke explains “The body of literature on LNG breaches is additionally complicated by the vast amount of information that exists and by the fact that much of the research has been funded or initiated by interested parties, either private companies with LNG interests or groups that stand to gain or lose from the placement of LNG facilities.”
 Distinguishing his work product from these institutionally skewed assessments, he exhorts the importance of taking measures to ensure objectivity, stating “In creating this report, we have done an exhaustive literature search but in drawing our conclusions, we have relied on those studies done by independent and scientific research laboratories, to insure we have used unbiased findings.”
 His caveat targets the credibility of any proprietary assessment’s conclusions as well as the findings upon which they are based. In view of the controversial review methodologies endorsed by FERC in rubber stamping questionable license applications, a May 15, 2008 CRS Report to Congress states, “Because the probability of a terrorist attack on LNG infrastructure cannot be known, policy makers and community leaders must, to some extent, rely on their own judgment to decide whether LNG security is adequately addressed in FERC siting application reviews. As oversight of the federal role in LNG terminal siting continues, Congress may explore policies to reduce this uncertainty by improving the gathering and sharing of terrorism intelligence related to LNG.”
 

While releasing currently classified data will abet and clarify the already significant body of evidence demonstrating the dangers inherent in locating LNG facilities proximal to heavily populated areas, it won’t address the controversial process that automatically approves licenses in spite of negative findings in a variety of areas. Consonant with the Bush Administration’s policy of allowing the energy industry a free hand in facilitating its members’ objectives, FERC is staffed with former and current industry personnel. While this agency formula lessens the likelihood that staffers will fall prey to industry motivated manipulation, it creates a conflict when the same staffers are asked to adjust licensing obstacles to “expedite” approvals. 

The vetting process that used to insure public safety by requiring that applicants satisfy the safety concerns of those neighborhoods adjacent to or impacted by the planned construction has been replaced by a federal bureaucracy authorized to virtually ignore those concerns. Every major component of the current regulatory process is inherently conflicted. The Coast Guard is charged with verifying that every stage of the applicant’s licensing process has been adequately addressed. Since the Coast Guard is also an integral part of the applicant’s security plan, it is forced to judge its own security capabilities. If any entity is impacted by any action or decision taken by FERC, the only regulatory recourse is an appeal to FERC. 
The regulatory requirements that theoretically bind FERC are subject to FERC’s interpretation. Most hazard analyses for LNG terminals and shipping depend on computer models to approximate the effects of hypothetical accidents.
 Federal siting standards specifically require computer modeling of thermal radiation and flammable vapor cloud exclusion zones (49 C.F.R. §§ 193.2057, 2059).
 However, since LNG hazards models simulate complex physical phenomena and are inherently uncertain, they are always based on calculations and input assumptions about which fair-minded analysts may legitimately disagree. Even small differences in an LNG hazard model have led to significantly different conclusions.

A number of technical studies since the terror attacks of September 11, 2001, have been commissioned to reevaluate the safety hazards of LNG terminals and associated shipping. These studies have caused controversy over differing conclusions about the potential public hazard of LNG terminal accidents or terror attacks. Consequently, community groups have good cause to fear that LNG hazards may be misrepresented by government agencies, or that certain LNG hazards may simply not be understood well enough to support a terminal siting approval.
 Demonstrating the wide disparity of critical findings in these post 9/11 LNG safety zone studies, FERC notes that “distances have been estimated to range from 1,400 feet to more than 4,000 feet for [hazardous] thermal radiation.”

After shutting down Boston Harbor to the SUEZ Distrigas facility LNG tankers following the 9/11 attacks, a SUEZ appeal to FERC resulted in the Coast Guard lifting its ban on LNG shipments into Boston. The Mayors of Boston and Everett secured a court injunction against further LNG shipments to SUEZ that a federal judge vacated by the end of October. Given the fear that gripped the entire nation after the 9/11 attack, FERC took withering criticism for spinning tainted evidence to the court for reopening the harbor to LNG. FERC’s parent, the Department of Energy (DOE), commissioned a study of LNG fire dangers by obscure Oklahoma-based Quest Consultants Inc. to verify that Boston had nothing to fear. Although Quest’s John Cornwell warned that the study “should not be applied” to locations other than the outer areas of Boston Harbor in Massachusetts, FERC used the study in other cities to show that LNG terminals are appropriate for populated areas. If terrorists blasted a 5-meter-wide - or 16- foot-wide - hole in the side of a tanker, studies by the U.S. Coast Guard, the U.S. Department of Transportation, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and scientists from the DOE’s Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory all suggest that a fire associated with the burning tanker would be roughly a half mile wide. The Quest study instead predicted a fire 470 feet wide.
“The Quest report has seriously misled the Coast Guard and public safety authorities in Boston into believing that the hazards from LNG tanker spills would be much smaller than sound science predicts,” said James Fay, professor emeritus at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, and one of the fathers of LNG hazard evaluation. Observing that “Their model has never been published or peer-reviewed,” Fay said that Quest should withdraw its study until it can withstand the scrutiny of a formal scientific review.
 Even after Cornwell said that federal officials were misusing his study, FERC continued using it to promote an ExxonMobil LNG facility in Mobile, Alabama, the Hackberry LNG terminal near Lake Charles, La., and to .argue that LNG shipments would pose only a limited threat to a nuclear plant near an LNG facility in Cove Point, Md.

On March 5, 2008, Coast Guard Commandant Admiral Thad Allen testified before the House Subcommittee on Homeland Security that the Coast Guard did not possess sufficient resources to secure future LNG deliveries to a proposed Broadwater LNG terminal in Long Island Sound.
 Governor Paterson of New York understandably rejected the dangerous project as an unjustified threat to the Long Island Sound’s delicate ecological environment and the public safety of New York citizens. Incredibly, FERC Chairman Joseph Kelliher issued a permit for the facility on March 20, 2008, despite the Governor’s objection and the Admiral’s admission that Broadwater would be a sitting duck.
 In a monument to Catch-22 logic, Kelliher also rejected a request for an evidentiary hearing to consider the testimony given by the Admiral two weeks earlier; stating that parties already had the opportunity to make written submissions to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement last year!
 After recognizing “that our decision will upset the citizens, civic groups, and government leaders” of New York and Connecticut, FERC Commissioner Moeller commented, “Residents living on both shores of the Long Island Sound are concerned with the development of a floating LNG platform. Their suspicions are understandable, as the very concept of installing a 1,215-foot long barge in the middle of this scenic estuary is foreign. However, the public should recognize that I carefully considered and evaluated the concerns raised before making the decision to vote for the authorizations to construct and operate these facilities.”

Sandia Studies Confirm Danger to Eastern Broward County

There are three consecutive studies by Sandia National Laboratories that address the threats to east Broward residents. The hazard analysis company that composed the Calypso Independent Risk Assessment (IRA), Risknology, Inc., previously prepared another IRA for the planned Cabrillo Port license application, a similar LNG facility in Malibu, California. Before changing their name to “Risknology, Inc.” in 2005, A.J. Wolford created “Independent Risk Assessment of the Proposed Cabrillo Port Liquefied Natural Gas Deepwater Port Project – Revision 1” in 2004.
 Intense public scrutiny of the project uncovered questionable assumptions in the report, prompting accusations of skewing its conclusions to benefit the project sponsor. The Coast Guard asked Sandia National Laboratories to address public safety concerns “overlooked” in Wolford’s (Risknology’s) IRA, given Sandia’s greater credibility. The resulting December 2004 Sandia study, “Guidance on Risk Analysis and Safety Implications of a Large Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Spill Over Water,” was quickly regaled as an industry benchmark. The Sandia study identified thermal hazards from a pool fire as the most serious threats to public safety, addressing the severity of heat flux and the distance that an ignitable vapor cloud can travel before dispersing. It purported that a LNG ignitable vapor cloud could travel 3614 meters or 2.25 miles.
 It also held that the thermal radiation required a cushion of 2118 meters or 1.31 miles before the heat flux dropped to a survivable 5 kilowatt per square meter.

In March 2005, the United States Coast Guard requested that Sandia National Laboratories provide a technical review and evaluation of the appropriateness and completeness of models, assumptions, analyses, and risk management options presented in the deficient Risknology study.
 By September 2005, a Sandia Technical Review Panel discovered that some of their conclusions that were based on Risknology’s incorrect assumptions “resulted in under prediction of dispersion distances.” Vaporized natural gas is ignitable in concentrations of 5% to 15% when mixed with oxygen. Sandia admitted that their first mistake was measuring the lower flammability limit of methane (the main chemical in natural gas) based on its volume instead of its mass. The lower flammability limit (LFL) for methane is 0.05 (5% methane to 95% oxygen) on a volume fraction basis, and 0.0276 (2.76%) on a mass fraction basis in air. This difference in specification of LFL criteria resulted in a lower distance to LFL, wherein the gas is ignitable. The .05 input coefficient was corrected to a value of .0276 for the iso-contour of methane on a mass fraction basis.

Secondly, the methane is released into a flow field which is in a transitional state and has excess mixing. By injecting methane into the domain before the flow field is allowed to come to a quasi-steady profile, the excess mixing will significantly reduce the distance to LFL. To minimize excessive mixing from a highly unsteady flow field, a delay time from the initialization of the flow to when the methane is released was introduced.

A third error occurred when the reduced temperature of the LNG pool was not correctly reflected. The evaporating vapor from an LNG pool is a dense gas (1.5 times that of air) at a very cold temperature of -162°C. Instead, the study assumed that the gas was released at ambient temperature (21°C), at which methane is about half the density of air. If the temperature is not specified correctly, the excessively buoyant vapor will reduce the distance to the LFL.

These errors were mitigated in the January 2006 Sandia report entitled “Review of the Independent Risk Assessment of the Proposed Cabrillo Liquefied Natural Gas Deepwater Port Project.” The revised study ascertained that the ignitable vapor cloud could travel 7.3 miles and an additional cushion of 2640 meters, or 1.64 miles, would be required to lower exposure of residents to the 5 kilowatts per square meter maximum survivable heat flux.

The Department of Energy commissioned another Sandia study released in May 2008 entitled “Breach and Safety Analysis of Spills Over Water from Large Liquefied Natural Gas Carriers.” The original December 2004 report presented the possible hazards of spills from 125,000 m³ to 150,000 m³ class LNG carriers, at the time the most common LNG carrier capacity. The May 2008 study considered possible hazards for a breach and spill from newer LNG carriers with capacities up to 265,000 m³. Since the volume of LNG for each of a carrier’s five cargo tanks is increasing from nominally 30,000 – 40,000 m³ for the current fleet of carriers to as much as 53,000 m³ for the larger LNG carriers, this means that spill rates and the spill volumes from the new large capacity LNG carriers would be larger.
 The increase in hydrostatic head and tank volumes for the larger capacity LNG carriers results in an approximately 7 – 8 % increase in the thermal hazard distances, and increased fire durations. The results suggest that for offshore spills and associated breach events, the thermal hazard distance at the maximum survivable 5 kW/m² heat flux level reaches 3168 meters or 1.96 miles.
 Anyone within 2 miles of the larger, hotter pool fire will not survive. The larger LNG pool from a breach would evaporate into a proportionately larger vapor cloud. Raising by 8% the 7.3 mile travel distance ascribed to an ignitable vapor cloud in the January 2006 Sandia study increases its range to 7.9 miles.
Calypso Tailors its “Independent Risk Assessment”


At the May 28, 2008 meeting convened by SUEZ in Dania Beach, a Coral Ridge resident asked the SUEZ panel if an ignitable vapor cloud could travel from the planned Calypso facility to the heavily populated Galt Mile beach. SUEZ representative Fred Staible contended that their “Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) determined that the cloud could only travel 4 miles, 3 miles short of the beach.” Referring to “Appendix L – Independent Risk Assessment” in the Calypso Draft Environmental Impact Statement, fellow SUEZ panelist Brad Cooley added “I think Sandia National Laboratories participated in the Calypso IRA.” 
The Calypso Independent Risk Assessment was actually composed by Risknology, Inc., a Houston-based firm that specializes in helping oil and gas companies create risk assessments designed to elicit regulatory approval for their facility license applications. SUEZ retained Risknology to assemble documentation supportive of their LNG licensing objectives. Risknology selectively used some of the assumptions and calculations from the 2004 Sandia study
 that was commissioned by the Coast Guard to correct a previous IRA that Risknology created for the planned Cabrillo Port LNG facility off the coast of Malibu, California. 
The Coast Guard subsequently requested the January 2006 Sandia Report to correct Risknology’s questionable models, assumptions, analyses, and risk management options for the Cabrillo IRA. Risknology was therefore familiar with Sandia’s finding that an ignitable vapor cloud could travel 7.3 miles, extending a potential holocaust past the Intracoastal Waterway to the main land.
 The Sandia Report also states that an additional cushion of 2640 meters, or 1.64 miles, is required to survive thermal radiation from the 3000° fireball.
 The Calypso IRA results are similar, requiring a distance of 2552 meters or 1.59 miles before the exposure level drops to the maximum survivable 5 kilowatts per square meter.
 Using either heat flux statistic, the combined minimal survival perimeter surrounding the planned Calypso gasworks port totals about 9 miles.
In their May 2008 study, Sandia demonstrates how the larger LNG pools and vapor clouds resulting from breaches in today’s larger tankers will increase the distance that an ignitable vapor cloud can span by 8% (to about 7.9 miles) and the distance required to survive the heightened heat flux (to about 2 miles).
 If one of these larger LNG tankers is breached, the minimal survivable distance approaches almost 10 miles. The two planned port sites are 7.7 and 10 miles from the heavily populated beach. You do the math. 
Certain areas of the Calypso Independent Risk Assessment rely on the December 2004 Sandia report. Although Risknology was undoubtedly aware of the January 2006 Sandia corrections to the 2004 study before the Calypso Final Environmental Impact Statement was released, none of the corrected findings are reflected in the Calypso Independent Risk Assessment by Risknology, Inc. It ignores the changes that lowered the distances to LFL and increased the distance of an ignitable vapor cloud could travel prior to dispersal. The Calypso IRA also neglects to address a wide variety of .adverse possibilities by characterizing them as “not credible” or statistically negligible. It conveniently overlooks that almost every catastrophic incident that actually occurred also fell into these categories of “not credible” or “statistically negligible.”
The Risknology study states, “In SAND2004-6258 (the January 2004 Sandia report), Sandia suggested that for a current standard 130,000-m³ LNG carrier with the traffic control and escort protection provided in an inner harbor environment, the breach sizes for a range of credible intentional events might vary from 2-12 m², with an expected nominal intentional breach size of 5-7 m².”
 In fact, 3 out of the 4 intentional incidents considered in the report are marked by breach sizes of 12m² or less. Unfortunately, the traffic control and escort protection will not take place in a protective inner harbor environment. The Calypso Deepwater Port (DWP) is squarely located in the difficult to protect open ocean. An inner harbor environment would allow a significantly greater control of access to the entire staging area, limiting the prospective variables available to a creative terrorist. By choosing the less expensive site along the last leg of the pipeline, the DWP is bordered on one side by the beach and on the other by the open sea, heightening vulnerability to an attack with broader reinforcement capabilities.

Another study by Socio Economics Systems Inc., a risk assessment firm commissioned by the City of Oxnard, California to evaluate the dangers of a proposed LNG facility off their coast, purported that the ignitable vapor cloud could travel about 30 miles, extending the catastrophic threat deep into Broward County. Ivan Itkin, a Galt Mile resident whose field is nuclear physics, accounts for these statistical variances among risk models by considering the assumptions that the risk assessors were given by the company. 

For example, the Calypso independent risk assessment considers 5 cases of accidental breach and 4 examples of intentional breach (such as an act of terrorism). In each case of accidental breach, a LNG tanker is aligned on a North-South axis and a colliding vessel is positioned perpendicular to the tanker, a configuration that sets the stage for a type of collision aptly named “T-Bone”. Depending primarily on the size of the breach, Risknology supposedly calculates the amount of LNG that will pour through and collect in a pool on the ocean surface. In each of the 5 accidental cases, only one tenth of the amount of spilled LNG is counted toward the pool size. Why? Because the experiment assumes that the colliding vessel will plug the hole it creates in the tanker, reducing spillage by 90%.
 In alternative studies by Sandia and others, cases were considered wherein the breaches were 90% plugged, 50% plugged or not plugged at all.
 The 2004 Sandia study provides for a variety of collisions, ranging from right angle “T-Bone” events that lend themselves to plugging to near-parallel collisions where plugging is unlikely. The Sandia report states that “the required velocity to cause a breach of an LNG cargo tank during a 90 degree collision with a large vessel is 6-7 knots. Collisions at shallower angles would need to be several knots higher in order to penetrate an LNG cargo tank.”
 The report also recognizes that the colliding vessel will ordinarily unplug the LNG tanker immediately after the collision, stating “After a collision with an LNG tanker in which LNG is pouring out, the striking ship would probably back out, unless it could not move.”
 
By magically making 90% of the LNG pool disappear for every example of accidental breach, SUEZ statistically engineered a comparably smaller ignitable vapor cloud that would remain coherent over a shorter distance than a cloud formed from the full “unplugged” LNG release. By “assuming” 90% of the spillage into non-existence, SUEZ can generate the manufactured conclusion that the greatly reduced vapor cloud will only travel about 4 miles, underscoring their disingenuous statement that beachfront residents enjoy a 3 mile safety cushion against incineration.  
Basically, SUEZ’ assumption that the colliding vessel will always plug the hole it creates in the tanker can be used to reduce the LNG discharge and the calculable LNG pool to whatever size they need to yield an ignitable vapor cloud incapable of making landfall. If the beach was only 5 miles from the gasworks, they could demonstrate that beachfront residents were still safe by assuming that the colliding tanker would plug 95% of the discharge – or 98%. The smaller LNG pool yields a smaller ignitable vapor cloud which dissipates after traveling whatever distance serves the interests of the applicant. If SUEZ actually counted the full discharge, the pool size would be up to 10 times the amount concluded in the risk assessment. The distance that the resulting larger ignitable vapor cloud could travel, by definition, would be proportionately farther. Itkin observed, “By controlling the assumptions, the operator can elicit almost any desired result.”
Another example of creative assumptions dictating conclusions beneficial to the project sponsor is Risknology’s decision to consider a maximum of two tanks during an intentional incident and only one tank during accidental breaches. Every Sandia study states that because threat objectives would include intentional breaching of the maximum number of LNG cargo tanks, these types of multiple events must be considered and their hazard impacts assessed. Since cascading failure during an accidental breach wherein adjacent tanks experience cryogenic or thermal damage is supported by current experimental data and modeling evaluations, they should be a consideration in developing risk management and mitigation approaches to LNG spills and associated hazards. Consideration of up to three tanks spilling at any one time is expected to provide a conservative analysis of possible multi-tank damage concerns and associated hazards.

Risknology states, “While the potential exists for multiple threats and possible escalating damage to additional tanks from fires or from cryogenic damage from the spilled LNG, Sandia states that cascading damage of more than two tanks could occur from fire or cryogenic damage but is highly unlikely due to proposed improved spill control and cargo tank insulation designs for the TRV and SRS.”
 Even if Sandia characterized the prospect of cascading failure of three or more tanks as “highly unlikely”, they considered the possibility credible enough to address in their own study – which considers cascading failure of up to three tanks. It also ignores a February 2007 GAO study in which 19 recognized LNG hazard experts agree that three to five tanks are likely to progressively fail under a well organized assault or sabotage capable of defeating the system’s defensive mitigations.

In this February 2007 Government Accountability Office report, the agency assembled a panel of 19 recognized experts in LNG risk analysis to solicit their views on LNG hazards and establish areas of agreement. Of the 17 experts that commented on this issue, nine agreed that 3 of the 5 tanks on a LNG vessel would be involved in cascading failure, five questioned why Sandia concluded that only 3 tanks would be involved and three insisted that a LNG spill would result in the loss of all 5 tanks.

Needless to say, the discharge from these additional tanks would substantially increase the resulting pool size and vapor cloud. By considering cascading failure in only two of Risknology’s nine case models, at a maximum of two failed tanks, SUEZ again artificially engineers reduced pool sizes, shorter vapor dispersion distances and smaller heat flux ramifications – factors necessary to substantiate that an ignitable vapor cloud could only travel 4 miles, a statistic that anchors their public spin that the project is safe.
SUEZ’ Safety Violations

SUEZ’ safety record is frightening. On June 17, 2002, The U.S. Department of Transportation’s Research and Special Programs Administration (RSPA) proposed assessing a $220,000 civil penalty against Distrigas of Massachusetts LLC for security and safety violations at their liquefied natural gas (LNG) facility in Everett, MA.
 RSPA Administrator Ellen G. Engleman remarked, “The safe and secure operation of pipelines and liquid natural gas facilities (LNG) is our top priority, and we insist that pipeline operators make it theirs, as well. We will continue to enforce the law to protect the American people and the environment.”


The violations were discovered by RSPA’s Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS) during inspections of the SUEZ Distrigas facility in November 2001 and April 2002. Inspectors found Distrigas had failed to train their contract security personnel in security procedures established prior to September 11, 2001. Moreover, a follow-up inspection found that even as late as April 2002, not all contract security employees had been trained in security procedures. The majority of the penalty is for the security training failures.


Inspectors of the OPS also found that Distrigas had inadequate measures in place for corrosion control monitoring and training for employees in operations, maintenance and fire protection. In addition to the proposed civil penalty, Distrigas would have to comply with an order to ensure personnel receive security training. Distrigas also would be required to take specific corrective actions regarding atmospheric corrosion control and ensure that appropriate employees receive refresher courses in operations, maintenance and fire protection.


RSPA has public responsibilities for safe and secure movement of hazardous materials to industry and consumers by all transportation modes, including the nation’s pipelines, as well as the safe and secure operation of LNG facilities; rapid response to emergencies by government agencies; and applying science and technology to meet national transportation needs.


On July 23, 2002, Congressman Edward Markey of Malden, Massachusetts described the lack of security to the House of Representatives, stating, “The Distrigas LNG facility in Everett is owned by Tractebel, a Belgian-based energy affiliate of the French conglomerate, Suez. Unfortunately, I have found that security at this facility is sorely inadequate. Both from whistleblower reports and from direct first hand observation, I have seen a facility where security is either nonexistent or woefully lacking.”


Markey disparaged Distrigas’ reaction to the violation notice, “While Distrigas says it is improving its security procedures, it has also said that the company would fight the Department’s proposed fine. While I have had some positive recent communications with U.S.-based representatives of the company following the Committee’s adoption of my amendment, only time will tell whether the situation on the ground in Everett will change and whether the companies’ European corporate parents will provide the funding and support to allow a ‘security first’ philosophy to truly take hold at Distrigas.”

Markey’s amendment would have required LNG facilities that receive LNG tanker ships in or near densely populated urban areas to comply with enhanced security rules and security force testing procedures. “We are focused on this class of facilities, because the adverse consequences of a security breach at a LNG facility in an urban area could be quite severe in terms of loss of life or destruction of property,” said Markey, a member of the House Subcommittee on Homeland Security.

Markey’s concerns about “the companies’ European corporate parent” were well founded. After the Office of Pipeline Safety uncovered six years of safety, maintenance and security violations by Distrigas in 2001 and 2002, SUEZ implemented a campaign of legal wrangling and technical delays until Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety Stacey Gerard signed a Final Order for compliance on November 2, 2005. As of January 2009, the case (CTF NO. l-2OO2-3OO3) remains open and unaddressed.
 Further investigation of Suez corporate behavior and policies, both domestic and international, revealed this dilatory response as historically consistent. 
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