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David L. Bimber 

Deputy Regional Permit Administrator 

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

6274 East Avon-Lima Road

Avon, New York 14414-9516
Re:  Proposed Finger Lakes Liquefied Petroleum Gas Underground Storage Facility in Reading, NY (DEC Facility ID 8-4432-00085)

Dear Mr. Bimber,

The DEC Environmental Impact Statement for storage of LPG in salt mines in Reading, NY leaves many questions about the environmental, economic, and cultural impact of this project on Seneca Lake and Schuyler County.  It is hard to see adequate benefits to the local area that can offset the massive costs to our local population and our growing vital tourist industry that provides hundreds of jobs and brings many visitors to one of the most beautiful lake areas in the world.

This unattractive and noisy industrial facility will be visible and audible from the beautiful dock and waterfront area in Watkins Glen, developments that have brought economic prosperity to Schuyler County and local towns. It will be visible from Routes 414 and 79, as well as from the water, since the brine pond cannot be landscaped on the eastern side. What happens to our area if the tourist industry jobs dry up?  Can hundreds of jobs be replaced by a few industrial jobs that may not go to local people?

Inergy claims that much of the truck traffic will occur in the winter months when “there is no tourism in the area.”  Has the DEC studied the recent growth of tourism in the area over the wintertime?  Does Inergy realize that propane delivery begins in August and continues through autumn months in this region, when tourism is at its peak?

Compatible businesses and industry have postponed plans to develop or are selling before their businesses are impacted by the Inergy facility.  There is a need to preserve existing business and promote industry that can coexist and enhance what we already have in this region, not frighten prospective growth away.  The Inergy facility with its associated noise, traffic, and few jobs does not offer enough positives to balance out the negative impact on the region’s economy.  

Homeowners are selling and delaying remodeling plans while prospective buyers are looking elsewhere because they fear that investing in an area where a gas storage and transport facility is located will decrease property values. In turn, this will have a negative fiscal impact on the region’s property tax base. As you can see, Inergy facility’s proposal is already having a negative impact, and if approved will continue to negatively impact the character of our community.  A balancing test should be conducted to compare the growth inducing aspects of this project to the negative economic aspects that this facility will impose on our wine, agriculture and tourism industry.
I am most concerned that with the massive budget cuts at the DEC, you do not have the expertise or trained personnel to watch over this facility despite your positive intentions.  You are already overwhelmed and don’t have adequate staff to handle other proposed gas industry development in our state.  The result will be an out-of-state company doing as they please with the environment of our area.  

Economic and safety issues:

Who is responsible for maintaining the roads that will have increasing amounts of heavy truck traffic?  Who will pay for this?  Local taxpayers, I assume.  How will the already congested main streets of Watkins Glen deal with added traffic and pollution?

Since catastrophic failures of salt cavern hydrocarbon storage happen more often than failures with other types of hydrocarbon storage, are our small local fire departments expected to deal with catastrophic failure at this facility?  Who will pay for training and equipment needed?  Is our small local hospital equipped to handle an industrial catastrophe?  Isn’t it foolish to put such a facility near a highly populated town that would have to be evacuated in a major failure?  Shouldn’t such a site be in a less populated area?

What are the risks of building this facility on a steep hillside versus a flat location?  The lake shores and water create a “bowl” shape. In the event of an accidental release, and since LPG is heavier than air, what are the risks if a vapor fog forms and sinks over the lake?  What will the impact be in this scenario, and is there an evacuation plan in place?

What are the risks associated with hydrocarbon storage next to a compressed air storage facility?  Will any fires or explosions that ignite at the gas storage facility be magnified if they come into contact with the compressed air stored nearby?

What impact will the volatile organic compounds produced by the diesel trucks have on our crops and agriculture?  Will these trucks or any portion of the Inergy proposal, including pipeline, impact Grade A farmland?

What kind of security measures have been established for the 24-32 railcars per day carrying thousands of gallons of highly explosive LPG traveling over miles of track near residences and also over a bridge across our beautiful Watkins Glen Gorge?  The Route 329 Bridge that the trains plan to use is in poor condition and is unsafe for transport of explosive material.  Have security measures been established for the pipelines or off-site aspects of the project? 

There are fault lines on the Western shore of Seneca Lake.  In light of the recent seismic activity felt in Watkins Glen, what would be the impact of an earthquake involving those fault lines and the gas stored within the caverns so close by? How adequately have these fault lines been studied?  The application to store spent nuclear rods in these caverns was denied due to these fault lines.  Why then is storing LPG in these same caverns being considered?

How will this facility affect local property values and the tax base—on the lake, near the facility, and along the roads leading to the facility?  How will added traffic and industrial activity affect tourist businesses in the area?  Franklin Street, the main street in Watkins Glen, has applied to be a Historic District.  How can added LPG truck traffic coexist with a historic site designation?  How much more traffic can the retail shops and homes on Franklin Street withstand?

Is Inergy’s economic claim true that home heating costs will go down for upstate New Yorkers?  If so, by how much?  Where are the details?  Will any lowering of local gas prices be worth the potential negative impacts and risks?  The DEC should demand a more in-depth study on Inergy’s economic claims. 
While there may be a need for propane/gas storage in the region, this is not the appropriate site for this facility.  Why must Inergy construct this facility in a world-class tourist destination, as opposed to placing it somewhere more remote; farther away from residences, and on a flatter terrain?
Ecological and other issues: 

Are you seriously considering the impact of noise (truck, rail, compressors, flares and other industrial activity) in a lake region where small sounds reverberates across and around the entire lake valley?  

Since there is some evidence (Halfman, Finger Lakes Institute; Wing, et al) that points toward a higher salt content existing in Seneca Lake from permeability into the lake from salt caverns, can’t we assume that LPG and butane will seep into the lake?  Are you addressing this?

On top of the aesthetic damage to a pristine hillside overlooking Seneca Lake, a brine pond on the side of a hill can spill or leak into the lake and local water sources, leaving the village and local residents without potable water.  The water table is very high where the proposed brine pond is to be located.  How porous or permeable is the soil beneath the brine pond?  In the event of a brine leakage, how long would it take for the brine to contaminate the water table?

According to a paper submitted to US Fish and Wildlife, there is high morbidity and toxicology associated with salt water and migratory birds and waterfowl.  The impact of the brine pond to our migratory birds and waterfowl, including the threatened loon, is not adequately addressed in the dSEIS.  How would this facility impact the recently established Bald Eagle?  What about the ecological health of nearby wetlands?  The dSEIS suggests that since our wetlands are small, no impact or mitigation measures are required, but there is no reason to claim this.  The dSEIS does not adequately assess the flora and fauna at the site.  An independent study should be undertaken and completed over several seasons.

Gas produced from the Marcellus Shale contains some of the toxins used in its extraction.  Some, if not all, of the propane, butane, and natural gas stored in the salt caverns will come from drilling in the Marcellus Shale. Toxins from the gas could also leak into our lake. The DEC has not adequately addressed this issue.  Seneca Lake is a Class AA drinking water resource for over 100,000 people.  Why take such a risk?

Have you adequately dealt with the impact on unexplored Seneca Indian sites? No independent archeological survey was completed.  This must be done to determine whether there are any archeologically sensitive sites.

Doubts about the company Inergy and their plan:

Inergy does not have experience building a facility of this type and size from the ground up.  Do we want them experimenting on us?

Inergy largely relies on the 1992 GEIS for information in their proposal.  This GEIS deals with hydraulic drilling of vertical wells, NOT storage of LPG in salt mines.

What are the long term, cumulative effects of Inergy’s planned expansion?  There is a disparity between what they tell us in the dSEIS compared to what they are telling investors.  In the dSEIS, they do not mention expansion, although their investors are told that Inergy wants to make this the major distribution facility for the Northeastern United States.  They have big hidden plans, involving many salt mines and a growing industrial facility.  Once this initial permit application is approved, they will expand and increase their negative effects on our community. The DEC should investigate the full expansion plans listed in Inergy’s Initial Public Offering to investors and demand full-disclosure from Inergy.

The character of this company is questionable and needs to be fully considered.  They do not have our local interests in mind.   Instead they are working purely on a profit motive.  Inergy was sued by the State of Michigan’s Attorney General for price gouging.  They have had accidents and been fined in other areas. They have taken individual’s property through eminent domain for their own profit and expansion.

There are many issues still not addressed and disclosed in the dSEIS.  This document should be a full disclosure to the DEC and the public.  Demand that full disclosure be met, regardless of Inergy’s “proprietary claims.”
The next logical step:

Considering the obvious threat this project brings, it is only reasonable to have an independent Qualitative and Quantitative Risk Analysis (QRA) to thoroughly and impartially evaluate the risk and impact that this facility would have on the region.  Local governments and residents should choose the people who make this risk analysis.  It should be paid for by Inergy.  If the project is worth the risk, the company should have nothing to fear from a QRA.  

Thank you for considering my concerns and suggestions,

Your name
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