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(1)

HEARING ON SAFETY AND SECURITY OF 
LIQUIFIED NATURAL GAS AND THE IMPACT 
ON PORT OPERATIONS 

Monday, April 23, 2007

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON COAST GUARD AND MARITIME 
TRANSPORTATION 

Baltimore, MD. 
The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:00 a.m., in the 

Ceremonial Courtroom, University of Maryland School of Law, 500 
West Baltimore Street, Baltimore, Maryland, Hon. Elijah E. 
Cummings [Chairman of the Subcommittee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Cummings, LaTourette and Gilchrest. 
Also Present: Representative Ruppersberger and Sarbanes. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Good morning, everyone. This hearing is called 

to order. 
Before we begin, I just want to recognize that we lost—Congress 

lost a giant in our midst. She served on the Transportation Com-
mittee, Ms. Juanita Millender-McDonald from California passed 
away yesterday after suffering from cancer. And, Mr. LaTourette 
and I knew her very well. As a matter of fact, she came into Con-
gress with me, I mean, she came in three weeks before I did, and 
so we were, I think, some of the few folk that came in 1996, be-
cause we came in special elections. We will miss her, and I just 
thought it would be appropriate that we start off this hearing by 
recognizing this truly, truly great lady. 

Before we begin, I ask unanimous consent that Congressman 
Ruppersberger and Congressman Sarbanes may join the Sub-
committee today and participate in this hearing, and without objec-
tion it is so ordered. 

What we are going to do today, to the Committee Members, for 
the Committee Members, is I will make an opening statement and 
Mr. LaTourette will make an opening statement. Then we will be 
going to Senator Mikulski. However, if the Governor arrives by 
that time, then we’ll hear from the Governor, and then, of course, 
we’ll go to County Executive Smith. It’s my understanding that the 
Governor has some time constraints, and so that’s why we want to 
proceed in that manner. 

It’s a privilege to convene the Subcommittee on the Coast Guard 
and Maritime Transportation today here in Baltimore, in the 7th 
Congressional District of Maryland, which it is my honor to rep-
resent. 
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I also thank Dean Rothenburg of the University for hosting us 
here at the University of Maryland Law School, and I see that 
President Ramsey is also here of the University of Maryland. 
Thank you both for being here, and thank you for opening the 
doors to this great law school, which so happens to be the law 
school that I graduated from. 

I also welcome the Subcommittee Members to Baltimore, and I 
especially thank the Ranking Member, Mr. LaTourette, for joining 
us today. Mr. LaTourette is from Ohio. 

I also welcome Congressman Ruppersberger and Congressman 
Sarbanes, who I just saw about to enter the room, who will sit with 
the Subcommittee, and Senator Mikulski, Governor O’Malley, and 
County Executive Jim Smith, who will testify before the Sub-
committee as we consider a matter of deep concern to Baltimore 
and, indeed, to the State of Maryland, and, indeed, to the Nation, 
the safety and security of LNG terminals, including the proposed 
LNG development at Sparrows Point. 

This hearing is the first of two hearings that the Subcommittee 
will hold to examine proposed growth in LNG terminal sitings, and 
their impact on the safety and security of neighboring communities 
on port operations and on the operating capacity of the United 
States Coast Guard. 

Today’s hearing will be followed by a hearing on the proposed 
Broadwater Terminal in Long Island Sound on May 7th, up in New 
York. 

While these hearings will examine two specific LNG projects, the 
hearings, indeed, have national implications. The United States is 
taking momentous steps with our decision to begin siting addi-
tional LNG terminals. 

Aside from the consequences that expanded reliance on energy 
imports bring, we need to be sure that we are not rushing ahead 
with the construction of LNG facilities which constitute obvious 
terror risk before all the elements are in place to ensure the secu-
rity and safety of the communities into which these unwanted 
neighbors move. 

Let me begin with a brief explanation of what Liquid Natural 
Gas, called LNG, is. LNG is natural gas that has been super cooled 
to become a liquid. Natural gas carried on ships is transported in 
this liquid form. Because LNG is so cold, everything else around 
it is, by definition, much hotter than it is. When LNG hits the air 
or water, it becomes a vapor heavier than air. If it finds a source 
of ignition it will burn and it can even burn on water in a phe-
nomenon known as pool fire. There are only five on-shore LNG im-
port facilities in operation in the United States at the present time. 

The Energy Information Administration reports that imported 
LNG accounts for only 2 percent of natural gas currently used in 
the United States. However, there has been a steep rise in applica-
tions for new LNG terminal permits, responding both to increased 
demand for and higher prices of natural gas and to changes made 
in Federal regulations in 2005 by the Bush Administration and Re-
publican-controlled Congress to ease LNG terminal sitings, in part 
by preempting the efforts of state and local governments to regu-
late these sitings. 
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There are now some 40 new projects that are in various stages 
of the process of applying for construction and operating permits. 
By the end of 2006, 12 projects had been approved for construction. 
The Energy Information Administration now estimates that by the 
year 2030 imported LNG could account for as much as 20 percent 
of all natural gas consumed in the United States. 

The willingness of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
also known as FERC, to consider sitings in populated areas like 
Baltimore, is of deep concern to me, because an attack on such a 
facility could produce terrible consequences. 

As I’ve already mentioned, LNG that leaks into the air can cre-
ate a vapor cloud. If ignited, it will feed a fire that can burn so hot 
it may emit thermal radiation that could burn even those who are 
not directly in the fire. There is simply no reason to place these fa-
cilities in any location that could expose nearby residents to such 
risk. 

A key link in the safety net that we must build around LNG ter-
minals is the United States Coast Guard, which conducts waterway 
suitability assessments as part of the evaluation of new terminal 
projects. It is imperative that thee assessments evaluate projects 
against a worse case scenario. As unlikely as such scenarios may 
be, before September 11, 2001 the terrible events we watched un-
fold on that day were considered impossible. 

Let me also clear that I believe that state and local governments 
must, must be key players in all aspects of the assessment of the 
proposed LNG terminal projects, including the conduct of waterway 
suitability assessments. 

Once terminals are built, the Coast Guard ensures security and 
safety in the ports in which the terminals are located and provides 
security escorts to LNG tanker ships. In fact, the security of the 
tankers is just as important as the security of the terminals, be-
cause they are floating targets. They bring risks near every com-
munity they pass. 

Our Subcommittee, which oversees all aspects of the Coast 
Guard operations, is deeply concerned that an increase in the num-
ber of LNG terminals will stretch a Coast Guard already strained 
by the new homeland security responsibilities it assumed after 9/
11, as well as by the need to continue its traditional missions of 
search and rescue and environmental protection. 

The Coast Guard, ladies and gentlemen, is our thin blue line at 
sea. It is our Subcommittee’s job to ensure it is an unbreakable 
line, because it is all that stands between our homeland and the 
risks that all maritime operations, including LNG shipping, can 
bring to it. 

Before we commit the Coast Guard to providing the resources 
needed to ensure the security and safety of the new LNG oper-
ations, we need to know what we are making commitments to with 
regard to the Coast Guard, and whether they can keep those com-
mitments. 

And, with that, I recognize my Ranking Member, the distin-
guished gentleman from the great State of Ohio, who has just been 
a real partner in making sure that we have bipartisan efforts in 
our Subcommittee and in our overall Committee, Mr. LaTourette. 
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Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much, and I ap-
preciate the invitation to be here in your hometown. When I ac-
cepted the invitation, I didn’t know we were also coming to your 
alma mater, so I appreciate that as well, and my thanks to the 
University of Maryland. When I went to law school, the room 
wasn’t as nice, this is a very nice room. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Well, when I went to law school it wasn’t this 
nice either. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. I appreciate this hearing to review the safety 
and security of Liquified Natural Gas transportation and reception 
facilities. I want to echo your remarks, first of all, about Congress-
woman Juanita Millender-McDonald, elected in a special election in 
1996. She was my seat mate for ten years, most recently served as 
the Chairman of the House Administration Committee, known as 
the Mayor of Capitol Hill. There wasn’t a finer Member of Congress 
or human being that I’ve run across in my tenure, and I know all 
of our thoughts are with her husband Jim and their children and 
grandchildren today. She will be truly, truly missed. 

I also want to welcome Wayne Gilchrest, seated to my left, the 
Congressman who represents the Eastern Shore of Maryland, and 
thank him for coming to today’s hearing. I knew this was an impor-
tant hearing when we have Senator Mikulski, and the Governor, 
and the County Executive, and Congressman Sarbanes, and Con-
gressman Ruppersberger, that really makes it an important hear-
ing, and so I appreciate that very much. 

Natural gas accounts for nearly one quarter of the energy that’s 
consumed in the United States, and a safe and abundant supply is 
vital to our future energy needs and to support our national econ-
omy. As the United States looks to strategies to diversify and ex-
pand energy resources, natural gas is a promising alternative fuel 
source that burns cleanly and produces fewer pollutants, is easy to 
transport, and has a variety of uses. In the past, the United States 
has been able to meet natural gas demands with domestically pro-
duced sources. However, as natural gas consumption is increased, 
we are now forced to look to international sources to meet domestic 
demands. 

As a result, the Government has recently received numerous ap-
plications for the approval of proposed LNG terminals and storage 
facilities located both on shore and in U.S. waters. The Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission, FERC, is required to review each pro-
posal, including the safety and security efforts and effects that a 
proposed facility may have on a local area. The Coast Guard is re-
quired to review the effects that a proposed facility may have on 
maritime transportation in and out of the port, as well as safety 
and security concerns that may arise in the maritime environment. 

LNG shippers and the natural gas industry have made signifi-
cant improvements in the safety and security of tank vessels, re-
ception facilities, storage tanks, and LNG pipelines. However, safe-
ty and security must be the Government’s top-most concern when 
reviewing applications for new LNG projects. 

I look forward to hearing the testimony from today’s witnesses 
regarding the efforts that the Government and industry have made 
to enhance safety and security through each step of the process. I 
also look forward to hearing more about the specific plans and con-
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cerns regarding the facility that is proposed to be built in the Port 
of Baltimore. 

Mr. Chairman, again, thank you for the invitation and your 
warm welcome, and I look forward to the hearing. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you very much, Mr. LaTourette. 
To the Members, to Mr. Sarbanes, what we have decided to do 

was to, because the Governor has certain restraints, time re-
straints, we want to hear from the Governor, then we will hear 
from Ms. Mikulski, Senator Mikulski, and Jim Smith, County Ex-
ecutive Jim Smith, and then what we’ll do is, any opening state-
ments we might have will be a part of the question and answer pe-
riod. We are extending the question and answer period for seven—
from five to seven minutes. Normally, it’s five minutes, we’ll do 
seven. 

We are very pleased to have the Governor of the great State of 
Maryland here with us, and thank you, Mr. Governor, and, Gov-
ernor O’Malley. 

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE MARTIN O’MALLEY, GOV-
ERNOR, MARYLAND; THE HONORABLE BARBARA MIKULSKI, 
U.S. SENATOR, MARYLAND; JAMES T. SMITH, JR., COUNTY 
EXECUTIVE, BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND 

Governor O’MALLEY. Mr. Chairman, it sounds so good to be able 
to call you Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. It sounds so good to call you Governor. 
Governor O’MALLEY. Ranking Member LaTourette and Members 

of the Committee, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before 
you, and on behalf of the citizens of Maryland, with our Senior 
Senator, Senator Mikulski, and my colleague in Government, Coun-
ty Executive Jim Smith. 

We really appreciate the Committee’s visiting Maryland to dis-
cuss this issue, FERC’s decision to allow a Liquified Natural Gas 
facility at Sparrows Point is of critical concern to everyone in our 
State. 

I wanted to begin by just making a couple of comments about the 
importance of the Port of Baltimore. It is a major source of reve-
nues in Maryland. The Port is responsible for $2.4 billion in per-
sonal wage and salary income. The Port generated $1.9 billion in 
business revenues in 2005, local purchases amounted to $1.1 bil-
lion. There are some 128,000 jobs that depend on the Port, and I 
understand that today’s discussion is focused on matters of concern 
to this Committee, and I wanted to limit my comments to those 
issues, namely, safety, security and the impact on port operations. 

I first want to say a couple words about remote siting. Remote 
siting of an LNG facility is required by FERC regulations in order 
to protect as many people as possible. Our interpretation of ‘‘re-
mote siting’’ is just what it says, namely, that LNG terminals 
should be located as far removed as possible from populated areas 
and prohibited in densely populated areas. And, AES’ proposal, as 
drafted, fails this essential public safety requirement. 

When it comes to emergency evacuations, the proposed Sparrows 
Point project is actually on a peninsula, with minimal access to 
evacuate the public or accommodate emergency respondents in the 
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event of an accident. There are a number of schools and religious 
establishments located in the area. 

The project will also be located about one mile from the second 
largest blast furnace in the United States, as well as very near an 
ethanol production facility, both of these would be potential igni-
tion sources that increase the risk of an accidental explosion or 
flash fire. 

When it comes to ship navigation and safety, there is an 800-foot 
wide dredge channel from the Bay Bridge to the proposed LNG ter-
minal. All LNG facilities in this channel would need a 1,500 foot 
moving security zone, which would severely impede the shipping 
traffic for the Port of Baltimore. In other words, the proposed LNG 
terminal and the associated delays that that would cause to other 
traffic would give port customers one more reason, our geography 
now being a bit of a disadvantage rather than an advantage, it 
would give them one more reason not to come to Baltimore. 

The fast track FERC process requires a very quick review of this 
extremely complex project, thereby limiting Maryland’s ability to 
adequately study the proposal. Additionally, I understand the U.S. 
Coast Guard has yet to submit its required waterway suitability re-
port for our review. 

Beyond the safety and security aspects, let me just wrap up with 
a couple thoughts about how this would detrimentally impact oper-
ations at the Port of Baltimore. 

In order to remain competitive, the Port of Baltimore must ex-
pand its terminal in the coming years, and the Sparrows Point Pe-
ninsula is the last under-utilized property of its size in the Balti-
more Harbor. It is a perfect match for the land-side needs of an ex-
panding port. AES needs to explain how the proposed LNG facility 
could impact Maryland’s hope to grow demand for terminal serv-
ices. 

Secondly, AES’ proposal would require the dredging of 4 million 
cubic yards of material and process it on site. But, given the high 
cost of processing dredge material and the limited on-site space, 
this plan does not appear viable. In the event that this processing 
plant fails, the Port Authority has no additional capacity to accom-
modate this additional dredge material. 

And additionally, as Maryland works to preserve its critical deep 
water channels, there is a need for another dredge material con-
tainment facility by 2013. Sparrows Point is the only site available 
that can meet the 2013 deadline. 

Finally, the residents of Sparrows Point have historically been 
forced to shoulder disproportionate burden of environmental and 
health impacts that come from the heavy industries that histori-
cally have been located at Sparrows Point. This would be unfair 
and unjust for us to allow AES’ proposal to continue that sad and 
unfair history. 

So, in closing, I want to thank the Committee for allowing me 
to be with you. I really appreciate, Mr. Chairman, your accommo-
dation of my scheduling issues, and while Congress has given the 
Commission authority to make these decisions, I sincerely believe 
that it would contravene, not only sound public policy, but also 
public safety and security concerns, especially in this age, for the 
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Commission to ignore the impact on communities, transportation 
system, and commerce. 

Thank you very, very much for your time. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you very much. 
Ms. Mikulski, Senator Mikulski, I’m sorry. 
Senator MIKULSKI. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and 

Ranking Member LaTourette. We want to really thank you for 
holding this hearing, and, Chairman Cummings, for your leader-
ship in this area. 

As the Chair of the Subcommittee on Coast Guard and Maritime 
Transportation, you play a crucial national role at this time, when 
we fight the global war against terrorism, and have to also protect 
our people against possible disasters in their own community, and 
also you play a very important local responsibility, because of the 
important role the Coast Guard plays to our community. 

I’m going to be very clear as we testify today. I am absolutely op-
posed to a new LNG facility at Sparrows Point. I oppose this be-
cause of my fears and because of my frustrations. I worry about a 
terrorist attack. I worry about an accident with ghoulish con-
sequences. This is a national security issue and a community secu-
rity issue. 

Mr. Chairman, I’m on the Intelligence Committee. I know my col-
league, Mr. Ruppersberger, is on the House. Every day we are 
briefed on those who have predatory intent against the United 
States of America. I know that terrorists to our country are real. 
Attacks to our country are real. They are plotting to kill us every 
single day, and they are looking for targets. 

I’m also on the Homeland Security Appropriations Committee, 
and I know that our ports and our vital infrastructure are high-
risk, high-target targets. These right now are targets of choice, but 
why should we allow them to become targets of opportunity. 

I know that the United States Coast Guard is stretched very 
thin. Their motto is semper paratus, meaning always prepared, but 
not the way they are funded now. It’s not that they aren’t up for 
the job, but their wallet is as thin as they are stretched. 

So, I worry about an LNG facility coming in to a densely popu-
lated area. I wonder who is going to guard it, and I wonder about 
what would happen in the event of an attack, and also an accident. 

Mr. Chairman, I’m not new to this. I raised this issue when there 
were concerns about building an LNG facility at Cove Point, three 
miles down from a nuclear reactor, and at the same time we’ve 
asked for a variety of reports, there is a GAO report which I com-
mend to you and the Committee’s attention, called ‘‘Maritime Secu-
rity: Public Safety Consequences of a Terrorist Attack on a Tanker 
Carrying LNG.’’ Right here, it’s GAO report 07316. I would com-
mend your attention to something called page five. This isn’t Sen-
ator Mikulski talking, this is GAO after an extensive investigation. 
What do they say would happen if there is an attack? What would 
they say if it’s an accident? What do we say if there is a leak? Well, 
I’ll tell you what they say, individuals who would come in contact 
with leaking LNG would experience freeze burns, and as the liquid 
warms and churns into natural gas it forms a fog-like vapor cloud. 
Can you a vapor cloud coming out of Sparrows Point? And, at the 
same time, that as the liquid warms and becomes a vapor cloud, 
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as it travels, it just won’t stink, it just won’t be explosive, it could 
cause asphyxiation. So, that means as the cloud moves it sucks ox-
ygen out of the air, and all who would be subjected to it would die 
because they would suffocate. 

Well, Mr. Chairman, do we want that in Dundalk? Do we want 
that in Turners Station? We know the history of Dundalk and 
Turners Station. If it’s dirty and dangerous, dump it in Dundalk. 
If it’s dirty and dangerous, turn it in down at Turners Station. 

You know how we formed Team Maryland to stop a Federal pris-
on from coming in there, but now we are talking about injury and 
death. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I’m hot about this issue, and as I said, I 
raised issues when Cove Point was being proposed. I remember 
coming into realizing that one month after the terrorist attack on 
the World Trade Center FERC approved the LNG permit for Cove 
Point, without any Homeland Security review. I wrote them a let-
ter and said, what could you be thinking? And, I’m asking today, 
what are we thinking about here? 

I wanted FERC to take a look at this. I asked the FBI to take 
a look at it, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and most of all, 
the Coast Guard. While the Coast Guard responded after some 
push, after some pull, after some push, after pull, because they 
didn’t want to say what it would take, because it would take a lot. 
But, the Coast Guard promised to provide waterside security, scru-
tinize crew lists, board tankers, enforce exclusion zones, and look 
out for the community. 

Well, Coast Guard, worked with Dominion Power and it hap-
pened, but guess what? Five years later, we’ve gotten a letter say-
ing, from the Coast Guard saying, they will no longer provide that 
security. The Coast Guard said it will no longer provider waterside 
security to Cove Point, so what the heck will they provide at Spar-
rows Point? 

Now, what they are essentially saying down at Cove Point is, you 
are on your own, and when we say you are on your own they are 
turning it over to the company and to the county. So, that means 
they are turning it over to the LNG company, and they are turning 
it over to the County Commissioners and the local sheriff. Oh, boy, 
now, that, you know, we love the sheriff in Calvert County, but he’s 
not exactly been trained to deal with the global war against ter-
rorism. 

So, now this brings us to Sparrows Point, and I think it’s the 
same kinds of questions. Who will provide the security at Sparrows 
Point? Is it the county’s responsibility, and the County Executive, 
as gifted, and as talented, and as dedicated as this one is, his police 
department, his emergency management? Is it going to be AES, are 
they going to pay the bill in lieu of a Coast Guard? I don’t know 
that, and I’ve been trying to get answers, and what I get is a lot 
of paper and a lot of process, but not a lot of clarity. 

So, this is why I have so many flashing yellow lights about Spar-
rows Point, its environmental impact, the fact that there could be 
an attack or an accident, and who will then provide the security 
to deal with that or to prevent that? 

So, Mr. Chairman, I have a lot of questions. I commend this re-
port to you. I think we have this hearing to try to get at this, but 
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right now I just think it’s time to say no to those things that are 
dirty and dangerous coming to Dundalk and Sparrows Point. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you very much. 
Ladies and gentlemen—ladies and gentlemen, I would just ask 

that you not show—not applaud, please. This is a congressional 
hearing, and we would appreciate that, either for or against. 

What we want to do is, we want to now go to the County Execu-
tive, County Executive Smith, but I just want to check with the 
Governor. Governor, what I was going to do is go to County Execu-
tive Smith, and then I know your time is tight but have all the 
Members ask, you know, if they have a question of you, and then 
we’ll talk — then we’ll ask questions of Senator Mikulski and 
County Executive Smith, if that will work. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. County Executive, thank you very much for your 
leadership on this, and thank you for being with us this morning. 

Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Ranking Member 
LaTourette, as well as the other distinguished Members of this con-
gressional Subcommittee, it’s nice for me to be back in my alma 
mater, and, Mr. Chairman, it didn’t look like this when I was here 
either, quite frankly. But, I’m really grateful for the opportunity to 
speak here today on behalf of the residents of Baltimore County, 
as well as all those who truly cherish the Chesapeake Bay. 

You know, as I’m confident this panel will recognize, the pro-
posed Liquified Natural Gas facility at Sparrows Point poses a 
grave risk to the people and the environment, of not only Baltimore 
County, but of the entire region. The possibility of shipments of 
LNG into the heart of the Chesapeake Bay, with an 87 mile long 
pipeline transporting natural gas through populated areas is truly 
unacceptable. 

The citizens of Baltimore County have been unified in their oppo-
sition to the LNG plant. We have been joined in our opposition by 
our neighboring jurisdictions, along with our state and Federal 
elected officials. 

You know, as elected officials, we really have a responsibility to 
look beyond any minimal economic benefits of this facility to the 
long-term safety of our citizens and our environment. I’m here 
today to summarize the major points that are detailed in my writ-
ten testimony that we submitted to you last week for your consid-
eration, as you consider this very, very important decision. 

First, I have to say it is disturbing that until this hearing local 
governments were not included in this process. This exclusion real-
ly has given the public little confidence in the overall FERC and 
Coast Guard review process to date. At a minimum, I would hope 
that the Waterway Suitability Assessment report will be put on 
hold until the Coast Guard incorporates and/or addresses issues 
identified by the local governments and other organizations that 
have been excluded from the process. 

Second, my second major concern addresses what I believe is the 
fundamental conflict of locating a highly volatile LNG facility in 
the heart of a densely populated area. Placing this facility in the 
Port of Baltimore conflicts, not only with the operations of the Port 
itself, but also with recreational boating and chartered fleet fishing, 
and has the potential of damaging the Chesapeake Bay for genera-
tions to come. 
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Third, this proposed facility is at odds with numerous provisions 
of the National Strategy for Maritime Security of 2005, and the re-
mote siting considerations as provided in the 2005 Natural Gas 
Act. A terrorist attack on an LNG vessel traveling into the Port of 
Baltimore, passing under the Chesapeake Bay Bridges, and off 
loading a few hundred feet from an LNG conversion and storage 
facilities, poses a real and unacceptable danger to the critical infra-
structures of this region, and thereby, frankly, to the United 
States. 

Fourth, the assurances of LNG proponents have been signifi-
cantly eroded by the February, 2007 Government Accountability 
Office report on potential terrorist attacks on LNG tankers. I un-
derstand that the Department of Energy is looking to additional 
studies in 2008, to begin to address some of the issues raised by 
the GAO report. Making decisions today, without the benefit of 
these studies, that could impact our safety is just plain reckless. It 
is also unacceptable to the thousands of residents of this region 
who live and work, we have 2,500 who work at Mittal Steel within 
a mile of the proposed facility, to live and work with the anxiety 
of having this LNG facility in their backyards. 

In conclusion, I’m here today on behalf of my colleagues on the 
Baltimore County Council and the people of Baltimore County to 
oppose the proposed location of this LNG facility. An LNG facility 
at Sparrows Point would pose a significant threat to the people, 
economy and security of Baltimore County and the entire region. 
It really must be rejected, and I thank you for this hearing, and 
for your time and consideration. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. I want to thank you very much, thank all of you. 
What we are going to do now is, to the Members of the panel, just 
right now we just want to direct questions to the Governor, and 
then we’ll come back to questions for Senator Mikulski and County 
Executive Jim Smith. 

Let me just say this before we go on, I just want to thank Dele-
gate John Olszewski for being with us, who represents Dundalk, 
and thank you very much for being with us. And then, we also 
thank Jerome Stephens, representing Senator Cardin, who couldn’t 
be here this morning, but thank you, Mr. Stephens. 

Let me just say to you, Governor, let me ask you something here. 
It seems as if, I mean, in their Coast Guard talks, in their written 
testimony about it being okay to have these facilities within a mile, 
in other words, a mile, they use a mile as the key, in other words, 
for residential areas and what have you, and then in other testi-
mony, written testimony that we’ve gotten, there’s been a lot of 
mention of, I think it was Dunbar Brooks who will be testifying 
later, about how there are certain areas, like Turner Station, where 
there’s not—it’s almost—it’s very difficult to get out, in other 
words, there are not so many ways to get out, I was just won-
dering, you talked a little bit about earlier about the one mile situ-
ation, I take it that you have a lot of concerns about that, is that 
right? 

Governor O’MALLEY. Yes, Congressman, Mr. Chairman. The con-
cerns are these, that the nature of the topography of that area on 
the peninsula would make evacuation in the event of an emergency 
very, very difficult, which means that, you know, rather than this 
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being a remote site, this is a site that’s actually contiguous to a 
population that is living in an area that by its very nature is very, 
very difficult to evacuate. Contrast that with the location in Cal-
vert County, and, you know, there there is a facility with easy ac-
cess to the shipping channel, where you don’t have those concerns 
that you do in Turner Station and places like that, where popu-
lations are wedged into a peninsula. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. LaTourette. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you very much. 
Governor, thank you very much for being here, and I just have 

one question. 
Senator Mikulski, in her observations, talked about Cove Point, 

and I’m not a Marylander, I’m from Cleveland, Ohio, and the deci-
sions by FERC relative to definition of remote site, is it your obser-
vation, based upon what you just said, that your opinion that the 
Cove Point facility would meet the remote site definition? 

Governor O’MALLEY. I think the Cove site facility is more in 
keeping with that remote siting mandate than certainly this one is, 
yes, sir. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Okay, thank you very much. 
And, Governor O’Malley, I just want to—you were elected beat-

ing a fellow who was a classmate of mine, Governor Ehrlich, and, 
you know, in politics you say, oh, boy, I’m going to come to some-
thing and maybe I’m not going to like that person. In preparation 
for this hearing, my wife said I should read up about you, and I 
did, and I want to tell you, despite that fact I think you are a great 
guy and the State of Maryland is lucky to have you as its Gov-
ernor. 

Governor O’MALLEY. Thank you very much. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Well, when he runs again we’ll bring you up here 

to campaign. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Do we have that on tape? 
Mr. SMITH. We have that on tape. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Congressman Ruppersberger, who has exercised 

his great and tremendous leadership on this issue, and thank you 
very much. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Well, thank you, Governor, for being here, 
and Congressman LaTourette, I want you to know that our Gov-
ernor, former Mayor, is also a Ravens fan. I know how you feel 
about us in Cleveland, but stay with us. 

The questions I have really are probably to you and to Senator 
Mikulski about the Chesapeake Bay Bridge. The Bay Bridge is an 
irreplaceable part of Maryland’s transportation system. The bridge 
carries supplies and merchandise to the many businesses on the 
Eastern Shore, as well as thousands of tourists to the summer 
getaways. And, according to the Maryland Transportation Author-
ity, on Saturdays in the summer an average of 95,000 vehicles 
cross the Chesapeake Bay Bridge, and they expect in 2025 there 
will be 135,000. 

Now, one of my big concerns would be if something were to hap-
pen to the bridge, and what that scenario could be. You have tank-
ers that could, as a result of an accident, not in a terrorist situa-
tion, could cause severe damage on the Bay Bridge. Not only would 
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it harm life, but also the economic impact that it would have in the 
State of Maryland to cut the Bay Bridge off. 

Richard Clarke was hired by the company that wants to build 
this facility, and he made a comment, and I responded to his com-
ment in the media, that he did not feel there would be a security 
problem, including the Bay Bridge. And, one of my comments is, 
you have been hired by the company who wants to put the LNG 
facility, but secondly, have you never visited the Bay Bridge in the 
summertime? And, I think we really need to deal with this issue. 

The question would be, what economic impact would the Bay 
Bridge, if there was an accident or a terrorist situation, have on 
the economic impact of the State of Maryland and the Eastern 
Shore? 

And, there’s another issue that’s very important and I’m going to 
ask this to County Executive Jim Smith, the security issue for not 
only Coast Guard, but first responders. I’ll give you an example, in 
Boston an LNG tanker, the city has to supply the fire truck sup-
port, helicopter support, state police to block off a bridge, and I can 
imagine what would happen if we blocked off the bridge, the 
Chesapeake Bay Bridge, that the tanker passes under, marine po-
lice, state police, divers. 

Now, has the State of Maryland been able to assess the potential 
cost of security? What other facilities will be needed to provide this 
facility, and then also the economic impact. 

Thank you. 
Governor O’MALLEY. Congressman, our Secretary of Transpor-

tation, Mr. Porcari, is here, and I believe he’s going to be staying 
after I go. 

That’s been one of our concerns as well. One would think that 
if you need a 1,500-foot security, moving security zone around a 
shipment that it would necessitate the closing of the Bay Bridge 
when that shipment is moving through. I haven’t seen a definitive 
answer to that, but it would be all sorts of costs to holding that 
up, although, I guess Congressman Gilchrest might say there’s 
some constituents who would prefer that the Bay Bridge no longer 
give access to the Eastern Shore. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. We’re one Maryland. 
Governor O’MALLEY. But, I think that’s a big concern, and I 

think that’s a real concern and it’s a question that we have yet to 
receive an answer for, but it would necessitate additional security, 
it would necessitate blocking off the bridge if, indeed, we have to 
close it in anticipation of the shipment coming through. It would 
absolutely stretch our resources if we had to provide the air cover 
and everything else that it would need coming through, if those 
statements are true. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. And, it’s my understanding, unless you cor-
rect me, that there’s no other route to the Eastern Shore, other 
than going around 95, is that correct? 

Governor O’MALLEY. You’d have to either go around north or you 
would have to go through the tunnel across from Norfolk. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. I assume that would have great economic 
impact on the State of Maryland. 

Governor O’MALLEY. It would have a huge economic impact, it 
would be, you know, God forbid something happened and the 
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bridge were taken out for more than the hours that it took for the 
ship to pass, then, yes, sir, that would have a devastating impact 
on tourism, and Ocean City, and the destinations, not to mention 
the displacement and the impossibility of many people who now 
live on the shore and commute to work on the western shore being 
able to get to and fro. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you, Governor. 
It’s my understanding that Mr. Sarbanes has to leave, but I want 

to thank you for being here, and Mr. Gilchrest has decided to yield 
to you, and so, Mr. Sarbanes. 

Mr. SARBANES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Just very briefly, I don’t have any questions for the Governor, I 

just want to thank you, Governor O’Malley, for your leadership on 
this issue, and many others, the compelling testimony as well to 
Senator Mikulski and County Executive Jim Smith. 

And, I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your leadership. I’m 
on a steep learning curve in Washington right now, but it’s being 
helped by being able to watch you in action, not just in Wash-
ington, but when you bring these issues into the District. So, thank 
you very much. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you, Mr. Sarbanes. 
Mr. Gilchrest. 
Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Welcome, Governor. Could you describe what your role is, I 

would like to make some comments about the Bay Bridge, but I’ll 
talk to Dutch a little bit later about the Eastern Shore remaining 
rural and agriculture, carpeted with farms and dotted with fishing 
villages. So, we are okay right now. 

Governor, could you describe your role as this permitting process 
has proceeded, as Governor of the State of Maryland, and I’m going 
to ask the County Executive the same question a little bit later, 
what is your role and your ability to effect the permitting process 
for this LNG facility, and what would you like your role to be con-
sidering we have a Federal system where the distribution of re-
sponsibilities are delegated between the Federal Government, and 
state governments, and county governments, and is there anything 
you think we can do as Members of Congress in Washington to en-
hance your ability to have some say in the process of permitting 
a facility that will bring in natural gas, or even maybe other prod-
ucts that are dangerous, that come from the International Commu-
nity? 

Governor O’MALLEY. Well, my role is, first and foremost, as is 
the role of, I believe, every person in the Executive Branch of our 
Government, whether it’s Federal, state or local, to safeguard and 
protect the well-being of our people. So, first and foremost, that’s 
my primary concern. 

As far as the regulatory process and the permitting, the Federal 
Government has a great deal of power and occupies this particular 
realm with both feet, but I would hope that by being here today, 
and with the Chairman kindly bringing this hearing to Baltimore, 
that the voice of our state government will be heard in this matter. 

All of us are facing energy pressures, and challenges of creating 
renewable forms of energy, diversified portfolios, protecting con-

VerDate 0ct 09 2002 16:01 Nov 13, 2007 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00025 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 P:\DOCS\35913 HTRANS1 PsN: JASON



14

sumers as well, but I think that always has to be balanced with 
public safety concerns. 

Beyond the actual permitting of this facility, is also the logistics 
of keeping channels open, and making accommodations for dredge 
material, and doing those other things that fall within my role as 
the person primarily responsible for maintaining the economic 
health of a port that employs over 128,000 people. 

So, that’s how I see my roles, Congressman. 
Would we like to have more input in this? That depends on 

how—that depends on how these proceedings go. We do believe 
that right now we are being heard, but we believe that the security 
interests are paramount here, and that when the Governor of the 
state and the County Executive of the jurisdiction tells our Mem-
bers of Congress that we do not have the capacity to be able to pro-
tect our citizens, given the particular topography of this site, we be-
lieve that those opinions should be heard. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you. 
Just one other question. Do you see you role as Governor, is 

there another avenue, besides this hearing let’s say, that your voice 
can have an impact? 

Governor O’MALLEY. I don’t know, Congressman. I mean, we are 
participating in this process. We are joining forces with the County 
Executive, and we are going to do everything we can to exhaust our 
remedies in this process before going to any alternative or judicial 
process. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you very much. 
Governor O’MALLEY. Thank you. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Governor, I want to thank you very much. 

I know you have to go, but I just wanted you to know you’ve got 
the FERC people right behind you, they are literally sitting right 
behind you. 

Senator MIKULSKI. Mr. Chairman, before the Governor goes. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Yes. 
Senator MIKULSKI. One point, and I know Congressman 

Gilchrest is familiar, is the Coastal Zone Management Plan, and as 
you know, that’s designed by the state, and, of course, it comes 
under the Commerce Department, as you know, Congressman 
Gilchrest, you’ve been so active on the Coastal Zone Management. 
And, I believe the Governor can have input there, ask for addi-
tional information through the CZMA. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. And, if there are—I see that a number of your 
staff, like Mr. Porcari is here and others, if there are additional 
questions, Mr. Governor, that you or your staff want us to present 
to the Coast Guard or FERC, please, get them to us and we’ll work 
with you. 

Governor O’MALLEY. Thank you. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you very much again, I really appreciate 

it. 
Governor O’MALLEY. Thank you. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Members, what we are going to do is now go to 

the seven-minute rounds, and I’m not saying that you are required 
to use them, but we’ve got seven minutes each. 

Ms. Mikulski, Senator Mikulski, let me—your testimony probably 
has had—not probably, it has had tremendous impact on me, and 
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I’m sure this Subcommittee, with regard to Cove Point, and let me 
tell you why. 

We just finished an eight-hour hearing on deepwater, and we 
saw, we have seen, we have, basically, looked at the Coast Guard 
from inside out, and we are abundantly clear that it is a great or-
ganization, as you said, a great organization, not good, great. But, 
it has, since 9/11 it’s been—more and more duties have been piled 
on the Coast Guard——

Senator MIKULSKI. Absolutely. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. —and it’s stretching, stretching, stretching, 

stretching, and we are concerned, as you are, that we wonder 
whether the Coast Guard is going to be able to take on these re-
sponsibilities of addressing the needs of a Sparrows Point LNG, 
and, and, keep in mind, there are 12 under construction. So, that 
means we’ve got a Coast Guard that’s already thin. We’ve got a 
Coast Guard that actually has vessels that are impaired, and I’m 
just wondering, with regard to the Cove Point, so when commit-
ments were made to you with regard to Cove Point the Coast 
Guard was probably in better shape then than it is today. And so, 
I just wanted to just hear your comments on that, because—we 
don’t want a situation, I don’t think any of us want a situation, 
where we have something that’s been approved, and part of the 
process, of course, is making sure that if it were approved that it’s 
properly guarded, and everything is properly taken care of with re-
gard to security, and then it’s turned over to a local police force. 
No offense to the local police forces, but the Coast Guard, one of 
the things that we do know from—this is our jurisdiction, we know 
the training pretty much that the Coast Guard go through, they 
know how to board these foreign vessels, they know what to look 
for, things of that nature, and so, and we keep in mind finally that 
all of these ships, all of them, carry the foreign flag, a foreign flag. 

And so, I just want your comments on that, please. 
Senator MIKULSKI. Well, first of all, your insights are accurate, 

Congressman. Number one, we have a convergence of two points 
here. 

Now, let’s look at where your Committee is, and let’s look at 
where the Coast Guard is. Remember, after 9/11 we moved the 
Coast Guard from the Transportation area, both authorizing and 
appropriations, and we put it under Homeland Security. So, the 
Coast Guard is supposed to be a Homeland Security agency, pre-
venting and protecting us against predatory attacks. Also, they 
have that ongoing role of environmental enforcement in search and 
rescue, along with interdiction for drugs. 

Now, guess what, at the appropriations hearing we heard they 
are $8 billion short. So, for their national responsibility, and given 
the mandate we’ve given them to protect the Nation, and to rescue 
at sea, they are running an $8 billion shortfall. This can’t be made 
up by County Executives, County Commissioners, and sheriffs and 
local police. That’s not their job. It is our job, and that’s why we 
have to look at this budget and where our money is going. 

The other is, that in the Department of Homeland Security they 
decided that Maryland is not high risk, so we are not getting their 
fair share. It’s what you and the Members of the House, and I and 
Senator Cardin, have been fighting for, because, remember, they 
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felt that Nebraska was a higher risk in terms of getting Homeland 
Security money than those of us in the Capitol Region. 

So, we’ve got a double whammy. Our beloved Coast Guard has 
a lot of unfunded Federal mandates in our protection, and they’ve 
decided we in Maryland don’t rank with Nebraska in terms of the 
funds for homeland security and port security. 

So, you see, they cannot have the resources to do this job. 
Cove Point, if I could just describe this, is—Cove Point is in Cal-

vert County, which is midway up the Bay from the Eastern Shore, 
and the important thing about Cove Point is not about its access 
to water, and how easy it would be to get up on Route 301 in the 
event of an accident or an attack, it’s three miles from a nuclear 
power plant. Hello! What are the high-risk targets? 

Now, I must say, we’ve all worked very hard together to make 
Cove Point workable. The Coast Guard was prime time. We worked 
then with Governor Ehrlich, in terms of an overall support from 
the state police, Dominion Power work, et cetera, but just a few 
months ago we were told by the Coast Guard they were pulling out. 
So, guess what the Coast Guard is doing now, and we’ll ask them 
those questions, they said they are doing innovative and multi-ju-
risdictional security. I don’t know what that means. What it says 
now, they are providing a layered system, I don’t know what that 
means, of security. 

Well, you know what they are doing, they are training Calvert 
County sheriffs with ride-alongs. Well, I happen to believe in our 
sheriffs, okay, particularly, in our rural communities. They really 
stand sentry against gangs, meth, providing local law enforcement, 
but are they equipped in the event of this type of disaster, when 
again, the local governments certainly aren’t getting Homeland Se-
curity money, the Governor, we know we are not getting our fair 
share. 

So, I think we’ve got a jackpot on our hands here. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. I want you to understand that we’ve been trying 

to—and I think that what is interesting in our Subcommittee, I 
think you would have—there is a consensus with regard to our de-
sire to see the Coast Guard be the very best that it can be, and 
be able to do all the things that we are requiring of it. And so, I 
thank you for your comments. 

And, I want to go to you, County Executive Smith. You know, 
you talk about the—you talked about the input that you have not 
had. I mean, nobody has talked to you about this, I mean, on the 
Federal level, and what have you been doing in an effort to try to 
have some input? After all, it does affect you and your government 
and the people that you have sworn to represent. 

Mr. SMITH. Well, we have participated in the FERC process. 
There was a pre-application hearing in June of last year, and I tes-
tified there, as well as had about 12 of my department heads, be-
cause we testified from various aspects as to the concerns and the 
inappropriateness of the location at that time. 

We also met the deadline with regard to the filing of the volumi-
nous reports in connection with the window of opportunity we had 
in the FERC process. However, with respect to this waterways re-
port, frankly, I didn’t even know it was ongoing, even though a 
Coast Guard representative was in attendance at that June hear-
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ing, pre-application hearing. So, we really haven’t had an oppor-
tunity to participate in this process until today, and we are very 
grateful for that opportunity that you have given us, by having this 
hearing today. 

As far as, you know, what does local government have the right 
to do, land use is something that is critical to local government, ob-
viously, and Baltimore County has attempted to regulate the use 
of this land in a way that would preclude the LNG facility there, 
because we have the responsibility for the health, safety and wel-
fare, and safety is one of the big issues with regard to government 
responsibility. But, actually, AES has us in Federal court trying to 
prevent us from having that land use measure sustained. 

We have also approached this from an environmental standpoint, 
through the Coastal Zone Management Act, I may not have the 
handle exactly right, but it is the Coastal Zone Regulations of the 
Federal Government, which allows the state to do some regulation, 
and the state allows the locals to do some regulation. And, we are 
working with respect to that area, mostly that deals, obviously, 
with the environmental component or concerns with regard to the 
location of this LNG facility. 

But, even with regard to that, NOAA has the right to overrule, 
and even if NOAA doesn’t overrule, quite frankly, the Secretary of 
Commerce can be appealed to, and the Secretary can overrule a 
local, state objection on environmental grounds, and still be over-
ruled. 

So, kind of to get to Congressman Gilchrest’s question also, 
which is related to this, is we don’t have a lot of hours in the quiv-
er, quite frankly, to address—even though we have the responsi-
bility to protect our citizens, we really don’t have much of a role 
because FERC has really been given almost the absolute authority 
and power to override everything in connection with their deter-
mination as to whether to license this facility. 

I have Richard Muth over there, who is my Homeland Security 
and Emergency Management Director, and I have been beating on 
him for over a year with respect to what can we do if this happens. 
And, the reality is, we can’t do that much. I mean, the approach 
in the industry, as best we understand it, if there is an explosion 
you let it burn itself out. That’s, basically, how you handle this. 

So, the idea is, we never want an explosion. Well, how do you not 
get an explosion? You don’t get an explosion if, number one, you 
don’t have attractive targets, and, Congressman Ruppersberger, 
what more attractive to terrorists would it be with a summer-filled 
family, filled Bay Bridges going to the Eastern Shore that blows 
up, I mean, what an attractive and a very sick way, but an attrac-
tive target for terrorists. 

And then, what happens to the whole economy of the Eastern 
Shore, with respect to if the bridges are blown, I mean, that’s not 
just a season, that is years of economic harm that comes. 

So, all of these aspects, we have the responsibility, but we don’t 
have the ability to monitor. I mean, the Coast Guard really would 
have to provide the security. The Federal Government would have 
to stay on top of any potential terrorist activity in the Chesapeake 
Bay, if, in fact, this site is approved. 
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So, you know, I may sound passionate about the issue, but it’s 
because it’s an issue that deserves passion, I mean, because it is 
that critically important to human beings, and when I hear that, 
well, there’s only 1,500 people who live in Turner Station, and 
there’s only 2,500 people who work at Mittal Steel, and so that’s 
4,000 people, and maybe there’s a few more people in Edgemere 
that would be affected if it blew, and that’s not enough? That 
makes me sick, quite frankly, to think that that isn’t enough people 
to be an attractive terrorist attack. 

And, the report, the GAO report, raises all kinds of issues as to 
whether a mile is the distance of the burn. They don’t know, and 
I think before we get into a populated area in the Port of Baltimore 
we ought to know. 

Thank you. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Latourette. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and 

thank you, Senator and County Executive, for your excellent testi-
mony. 

I thought this hearing was going pretty well until Ruppersberger 
brought up the Baltimore Ravens, but it does—it does, in fact——

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. I can understand that. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. —lead to my question, Mr. Smith. 
My staff tells me that Baltimore Gas & Electric has been lique-

fying natural gas in the City of Baltimore since 1975, less than a 
mile from your two beautiful, beautiful stadiums. Is that true? 

Mr. SMITH. I don’t know if that’s true. I can tell you, though, it’s 
not an operation of the dimension of the proposed LNG facility at 
Sparrows Point. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. But, let me ask you this, again——
Mr. SMITH. I know we have some, I just don’t——
Mr. LaTourette: —I think you have three tanks, if my informa-

tion is right, and those tanks are about a third of the size of the 
tanks at Cove Point, and so if you’ll permit from a devil’s advocate 
standpoint to accept that as true——

Mr. SMITH. Sure. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. —I would ask you what this City’s experience 

has been with those facilities? 
Mr. SMITH. Well, Baltimore County is a jurisdiction that wraps 

around the City, but the City is a jurisdiction unto itself. So, I am 
not intimately familiar with what that—what issues they have had 
to contend with, Baltimore City has had to contend with, with re-
gard to that facility. 

Cleveland, I think, is in a county, but Baltimore is its own juris-
diction, it’s not within the county. So, I’m just not intimately famil-
iar with that situation. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Okay. I would think if it had been a big prob-
lem it would have come to your attention, one, but two, and more 
importantly, I think the Senator’s point is right on the money, and 
what I’m trying to get at is, even though that facility has been 
there since 1975, and my information was that there was a crack 
in the mid 1990s that was resolved in an expedited manner, but 
I think the world has changed since September 11th, and so you 
are not longer talking about maintenance, you are not longer talk-
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ing about how you take care of facilities, we are now talking about 
terrorist targets. 

So, are you saying that you are not the right county person to 
get in front of us to talk about what they’ve done to upgrade the 
security at this BG&E facility? 

Mr. SMITH. I don’t know what they’ve done to upgrade the secu-
rity at the BG&E facility, but I think the point that you made is 
a critical point, that the world has changed since 2001, and what 
was reasonable back in 1975 is no longer reasonable any longer. 

I don’t—I know that the Governor, who was Mayor of Baltimore 
before he became Governor just last November, was a leader na-
tionally in the area of Homeland Security, and had initiated a lot 
of Homeland Security programs, many of them in the City, because 
we worked in a collaborative fashion. 

But, I don’t know specifically with regard to the BG&E facility. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Will the gentleman yield briefly? 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Absolutely. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. We will—we’ll make sure we get that informa-

tion for you. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, Chairman, I appreciate that very 

much, and then just lastly, sort of a comment. Somebody men-
tioned that these LNG ships are foreign flagged, which is right, but 
just to show you how everybody, I think, in the United States pulls 
together, and, particularly, men and women who served in labor or-
ganizations, it’s my understanding that the Maritime Engineers 
Beneficial Association has entered into an agreement to provide 
U.S. license and documented officers and merchant mariners 
aboard any LNG vessel bound for the United States operated by 
Excelerate, and I would hope that that would be something that as 
we look at all of the issues with LNG facilities that other organiza-
tions would seek to replicate. 

And, thank you, Mr. Chairman, yield back. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. We are going to have testimony from that organi-

zation, I think they are on the third panel, and we’ll hear from 
them. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Well, Mr. Chairman, I have a statement I 

want to read, I want to make sure I get it in the record, but I want 
to thank you for your leadership and bringing your Committee, and 
chairing the Committee. It’s so important that we have an open 
hearing such as this, and that the facts do get out. 

You know, this facility is, it’s just the wrong location, not any-
where in the Baltimore County area, but just the Chesapeake Bay, 
and all the other issues that are involved. Other locations don’t 
have the issues, you know, that we do have. 

I want to thank the gentleman from Cleveland for coming to the 
Land of Pleasant Living, Baltimore is a great place, and thank you 
for coming here. 

And also, Congressman Gilchrest, you’ve been so much involved, 
and Sarbanes, and Senator Mikulski has been taking—working 
with this on a daily basis, attempting to do the issues that need 
to be done, and also in her role in the Intelligence Committee. 
There’s a lot that we know that we can’t say, but we know the im-
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pact that this could have. And also, I know you’ve been working 
with Senator Cardin also. 

I represent the district where the proposed terminal is to be lo-
cated, and I have a responsibility to my constituents to do every-
thing I can to ensure this hazardous and dangerous project is 
stopped. This facility is wrong for the community. It’s wrong for the 
Chesapeake Bay, and wrong for Maryland’s security. 

If constructed at the former Sparrows Point Shipyard, it would 
be less than two miles from heavily populated neighborhoods of 
Dundalk, Turner Station, Edgemere, Waters Edge, and also 
Edgemere and in the midst of the fragile bay ecosystem. 

While I was Baltimore County Executive, the same job that 
County Executive Smith has now, we invested over $130 million to 
help revitalize this area, and I know that County Executive Jim 
Smith is doing even more in the revitalization issue in part of this 
area of the county. 

This facility would harm those revitalization efforts and, per-
haps, most importantly, the neighborhoods around the proposed 
site would be vulnerable to an accident or attack at the facility. 
This would cause the revitalization effort to step back. It’s a per-
ception that their families are going to be in danger, and that 
would be a bad thing. 

Before we get into the safety and security issues, I want to talk 
a little about the quality of life impact that this plant would have 
on our area. Recreational boating is a major part of the lives of the 
people who live in this area. It’s very unique to have more of a 
dense area, urban area, where we have boating. A lot of times 
water throughout the East Coast, it’s the States, but we have a 
quality of life where we go fishing, boating, crabbing, all of that, 
all of this would be impacted by that. 

Boating also supports a lot of small businesses, marinas along 
the Chesapeake Bay, that type of thing. And, because of the size 
of the tankers that would move through the Bay, due to this plan, 
recreational boating would have to be severely curtailed or even 
eliminated throughout the tankers’ routes, plus there’s a catchment 
area, if you’ve seen Cove Point, an area would boating would not 
be allowed to occur. The impact on boating in Maryland would be 
devastating and unacceptable. 

We have the Coast Guard here today, and I agree with Congress-
man Cummings. I didn’t realize until I came to Congress what a 
quality organization, they do so much, but they have so much re-
sponsibility, and they would just have a lot more responsibility, 
and I’m not sure that they have the resources, the support, or the 
money to do what they’d have to do. 

I want to thank the Coast Guard again for the hard work you 
do in the Baltimore area and around our Nation. The Coast Guard 
will be offering security and navigation safety recommendations to 
FERC, and I hope they will play a significant role in determining 
the future of this project. 

I’m very concerned that area residents could be harmed if there’s 
an accident at the facility or a terrorist attack. Liquified Natural 
Gas is hazardous fuel that can explode when ignited. In addition 
to the plant itself, the tankers bringing natural gas to the area 
would be targets as well. 
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A report by the nonpartisan Congressional Research Service enti-
tled, ‘‘Liquified Natural Gas Infrastructure Security: Issues for 
Congress,’’ cautions that, ‘‘Potentially, catastrophic events could 
arise from a serious accident or attack on such facilities, such as 
a pool or vapor cloud fires.’’

The U.S. imports about 3 percent of its natural gas as LNG, but 
by 2030 that percentage is supposed to rise to 17 percent. To meet 
these demands, there are now proposed 32 on-shore LNG termi-
nals, plus five off-shore sites. 

It is my understanding that as of October, 2006, FERC and the 
Coast Guard have approved 13 LNG applications. We are moving 
quickly to meet our energy needs, but I fear that because of our 
haste that we are not adequately addressing security. This is the 
wrong location. 

We do have to find ways to meet our growing energy needs, but 
it must be done with safety as the paramount consideration. 
Throughout our country communities are concerned about safety 
issues and potential LNG terminals. I serve on the House Intel-
ligence Committee, and Senator Mikulski in the Senate, and we 
know how familiar these type of threats are to our country. We 
have to recognize that the world environment we live in is dan-
gerous. Terrorist want to, not only hurt us, but they also want to 
do it in a spectacular fashion. Imagine a tanker on attack under 
the Chesapeake Bay Bridge in the summertime. They want to draw 
attention to their attacks, and to show us that we are vulnerable 
in all aspects of society. 

At the heart of the safety issue is the heat impact of the LNG 
pool fire. There are at least six unclassified studies on the LNG 
safety issues. The range at which people would be in danger at 1/
3 of a mile up to 1.25 miles, but there are a number of risks aside 
from the explosion and subsequent heat exposure. There is asphyx-
iation and the yet to be fully understood cascade fire. 

I understand there is a lot of uncertainty on what can happen, 
and I think that uncertainty should be a warning sign to all of us. 
It should tell us all that we are not sure about what could happen. 
That’s not acceptable. 

And, in a densely populated area, the uncertainty should be 
enough to halt the LNG facility. The Baltimore area represents a 
unique security environment. For this proposed site tankers car-
rying natural gas would have to travel far up the Chesapeake Bay, 
past Cove Point LNG facility, past Calvert Cliffs, past the Port of 
Baltimore, and under the Chesapeake Bay bridge to reach our com-
munities. It becomes path of targets. The tankers themselves are 
a significant threat to the environment, the Bay Bridge, and mil-
lions of people who live near the bay. 

The Coast Guard is already patrolling the LNG facility at Cove 
Point and Calvert County. The Coast Guard’s security capabilities 
could be stretched to thin if another plant is opened nearby. 

The Bay Bridge is an irreplaceable part of Maryland’s transpor-
tation system. The bridge carries supplies and merchandise to the 
many businesses on the Eastern Shore, including the rural busi-
nesses, as well as thousands of tourists to summer getaways. 

According to the Maryland Transportation Authority, on Satur-
days in the summer traffic averages 95,000 vehicles and is ex-
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pected to increase 42 percent by 2025 to 135,000 vehicles on the 
Chesapeake Bay Bridge, going over the Chesapeake Bay Bridge. 

There are no alternate routes over the bay. Without the bridge, 
cars would have to travel far north or far south to get to the East-
ern Shore of Maryland. If the bridge were made unstable by an at-
tack or an accident on one of the natural gas tankers traveling up 
the bay, large portions of Maryland’s economy would be brought to 
a standstill. 

A majority of the community in Baltimore opposes this proposed 
terminal because of security reasons, environmental concerns, po-
tential impact on the Port of Baltimore, and a basic elimination of 
life on the Chesapeake. 

I join with my community in opposition to the proposed LNG ter-
minal in Sparrows Point. 

Thank you. 
Do I have anymore time? 
Mr. CUMMINGS. No. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. No, okay. 
But, I also would like to—I would like to introduce also my writ-

ten statement. Thank you. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. So ordered, and as a matter of fact, I gave you 

an extra minute or two, Mr. Ruppersberger. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Oh, thank you. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. I want to—just one quick thing, Mr. Smith. You 

understand that as I said to Senator Mikulski, our main jurisdic-
tion is the Coast Guard, and the Cove Point situation, Senator Mi-
kulski speaks of flashing yellow lights. It concerns me with flashing 
red lights. 

And, the reason why it concerns me so much is that it seems as 
if, and we will hear testimony a little bit later, commitments were 
made, but for whatever reason, for whatever reason, had to be 
changed and could not be kept, and I’m just wondering if you had 
to provide the security for these—for a facility like this, first of all, 
do you have the resources? Do your personnel have the training to 
do it? How would you handle that? I’m just curious. 

Mr. SMITH. Well, the answers to the first two questions are no 
and no, and, quite frankly, the last question would be, I have no 
idea how a local jurisdiction would handle it. I mean, you think 
about the nature of the issue, I mean, it’s not really handling the 
explosion after it occurs, because right now everybody says you just 
let it burn out, and you let it do the damage it’s going to do, and 
that’s it. So, the key is to make sure it never explodes. The key is 
to make sure that there is no terrorist attack. 

Local jurisdictions don’t have the information, I mean, we just 
heard Congressman Ruppersberger say that he and Senator Mikul-
ski know some things that we don’t know, and I’m glad they do, 
but if we were going to have the responsibility in the local jurisdic-
tion to meet that responsibility we’d have to know that. Well, we 
are never going to get that kind of information, the kind of terrorist 
information that the Federal Government has available to it that 
it can share with the United States Coast Guard, that isn’t going 
to be shared with Baltimore County Police. It’s not going to be 
shared with our Marine Division of our Baltimore County Police 
Department. We are not going to have the data, we are not going 
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to have what it’s going to take to provide the security for preven-
tion, prevention of a terrorist attack on an LNG facility at Spar-
rows Point. 

That’s the truth. That’s the reality. If anybody is saying dif-
ferently, they are kidding you, because the information just would 
not be available to us. 

In addition to the fact, we don’t have—our Marine Division is not 
very large, quite frankly, in Baltimore County, even though we 
have 175 miles of waterfront, but we have a very small Marine Di-
vision of our Police Department. And, we don’t have the kind of na-
tional security unit that would ever be able to have what would be 
needed to provide the security for that plant in Baltimore County. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you very much. 
Again, we thank both of you. Are there any other questions? 
Mr. Gilchrest, I’m sorry, Mr. Gilchrest, I apologize. 
Mr. GILCHREST. It’s all right, Mr. Chairman. 
I want to stay on that line of thinking for a while, and we just 

had a GAO study that recognizes some of the inherent and poten-
tial problems with natural gas. 

We also have access to the Congressional Research Service, so 
maybe we should ask GAO and CRS to do an evaluation of the 
Interstate Commerce Clause, because I think maybe this touches 
upon that issue as far as the U.S. Congress being responsible for 
interstate commerce, LNG coming up to these different ports cer-
tainly with all the pipelines have to do with that constitutional 
issue. 

But, when we look at that constitutional issue, and then what 
you are describing here with the Coast Guard responsibility of 
looking after the safety of all these facilities, and then the Coast 
Guard not having enough people to do that, and then looking for 
ways to layer that into the local jurisdiction with local police and 
state police. 

So, it seems to me that if the local jurisdiction is going to have 
responsibility for the security of these facilities, for the safety of 
these facilities, then the local jurisdiction has to have some juris-
diction and direct responsibility in that permitting process. 

So, we want to stay involved in this and be your sounding board 
as we move through this process, certainly for the next two panels, 
so that we can ask them specific questions about safety and secu-
rity measures, but coming from the Eastern Shore I know how bur-
dened already the local police force is, and we have a lot of water 
on the Eastern Shore, local police force, and the state police, and 
people that work in the marine safety areas, they are already 
stretched beyond the breaking point. 

When we first began to look into this issue with Cove Point, 
when they operated, when they didn’t operate, now that they are 
operating, this was prior to 9/11, so we had a certain view of the 
world. Now we have a different view of the world. So, if local gov-
ernments are going to be responsible for the safety and security of 
these kinds of facilities, which are, we must assume, targets for 
terrorists, there’s got to be a new time frame or new dimension to 
look at these issues. 

The other comment I wanted to make was, this is actually mak-
ing us more dependent on foreign sources of fuel. The more facili-
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ties you open, the more foreign sources will this country be depend-
ent upon, and maybe we shouldn’t—you know, this is just a 
thought off the top of my head, maybe there should not be one 
LNG facility opened in the United States until we say that every 
single vehicle should be doubled in their gas mileage, that no in-
candescent bulb should ever be produced again, that we are going 
to target, and we have the technology that is available right now 
to really make us energy independent, if we had the political will 
to move forward and do that. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you very much. 
Just one other question to Senator Mikulski. Senator, we’ve been, 

and FERC is going to testify, but, I mean, just putting on your hat 
as a Senator and representing the state, one of the things that is 
interesting, according to our numbers, and FERC will correct me 
when they come up here, but, apparently, they’ve approved 12 for 
construction and denied one LNG plant, and I’m just wondering, 
does it concern you that maybe in the law of averages that maybe 
you would expect more to be denied? I’m just curious. 

Senator MIKULSKI. Well, Mr. Chairman, first of all I don’t know 
the circumstances of those requests, but I am concerned that FERC 
has a pattern of approving a lot of the requests. Second, I’m also 
concerned, and will pursue that in my questioning, about are they 
taking into consideration the national security issues that now 
have befallen our United States of America. We are at war. We are 
also at war in the global war against terrorism. What are targets 
of opportunity and also targets of choice, but energy facilities, 
whether they are nuclear power plants or LNG. 

When we looked at Cove Point, one of the places I went was to 
BG&E, Mr. LaTourette, to make sure what were they doing. BG&E 
is spending a bucket of bucks on their own to provide their security 
and then coordinating with a lot of other local resources. 

So my concern about FERC is, what are the national security 
concerns, and how do they coordinate that with the appropriate 
Federal agencies, the Nuclear Regulatory Agency, the Coast Guard, 
and, of course, the Intelligence Department at the Department of 
Homeland Security. I mean, this is, ultimately, where is the Coast 
Guard? It is no longer under the Department of Transportation, it 
is under the Department of Homeland Security, it’s job is to protect 
the homeland. FERC’s job is to listen to what the homeland protec-
tors say and have that as part of their permitting process. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you. 
Mr. Ruppersberger. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. County Executive Smith, I see FERC is 

here and taking notes, and I want to get this in the record. Num-
ber one, could you describe what Baltimore County is, as you said 
before to Congressman LaTourette, that it is on its own, and what’s 
your population in Baltimore County? 

Mr. SMITH. About 802,000 people. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Okay, now you have a large, diverse coun-

ty, so you have other responsibilities, other than just to do what 
needs to be done in this area, is that correct? 
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Mr. SMITH. Oh, right, it’s 640 square miles, and it has agricul-
tural to heavy industrial, quite frankly. It is a microcosm of Amer-
ica. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Now, what I think in some situations have 
been approved, you have these facilities maybe in an industrial 
area, but could you describe what revitalization efforts are going on 
in the area, how densely populated the area is compared to other 
areas where maybe LNG facilities have been placed, where you 
don’t have that population. 

And also, in this revitalization, I know you as County Executive, 
and when I was County Executive, it’s Federal, state and local 
money that’s been invested, why it’s being successful, and what im-
pact it would have on Baltimore County generally in that commu-
nity if this were to come. 

Mr. SMITH. Well, the Dundalk community is one of the densely 
populated areas of Baltimore County. It’s also one of the industrial 
areas of Baltimore County, with very important industry there. 

And, Congressman Gilchrest, we are moving forward with an 
ethanol plant, which the community has been generally accepting, 
quite frankly. So, it’s not like they are against everything. They are 
not out there against everything. 

On your $130 million in your two terms, I’ve already, on behalf 
of Baltimore County, committed another $90 million on top of that. 
This is an area that is—we use the term renaissance now, but it’s 
an area that is experiencing a tremendous renaissance in Balti-
more County. 

And, that is, as the Congressman has just pointed out, that’s 
both Federal, state and local dollars. So, it’s been a unified effort, 
and this is just, as the Congressman has said, it is the wrong place 
to consider an LNG plant. 

And, a big difference between, even this and Cove Point, and I’m 
not suggesting that Cove Point was an ideal location, but they un-
load their product a mile, I think it’s a mile and a quarter from 
land and pipe it in, this is like 300 feet or 300 yards, it’s something 
in that, I don’t know whether it’s feet or yards, it’s probably yards, 
from land. I mean, it’s a totally different operation, and, of course, 
it does come up, I mean, I’m going to end up repeating myself, but 
it does come up the Chesapeake Bay into the Port, closes the Port 
because of the distance that you have to be from the tanker, and 
that will close the channel, when the tanker is going to the LNG 
plant itself. I mean, it is a major threat and a major negative. 

I can tell you, the Dundalk area is in a renaissance, and our Eco-
nomic Development Department has been taking prospects, busi-
nesses that we are looking to locate in Baltimore County. We’ve 
had two of those major employers say, is that where the LNG plant 
supposed to go? Show us other sites in Baltimore County. We do 
not want to be in close proximity to that facility. 

So, it’s not just the people of Turner Station, and Dundalk, and 
Edgemere, who work at Mittal Steel that are concerned, there’s a 
lot of concern out there, and I think it is clearly justified. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. And, as you said, it impacts Anne Arundel 
County, Baltimore City, all these areas, where these huge tankers 
are coming up, not a terrorist attack, but could be exposed to an 
accident, which could cause devastation. 
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Thank you, County Executive. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you very much. 
I want to thank you both for your testimony. We really appre-

ciate it. It’s my understanding that now Senator Mikulski is going 
to join us. I ask unanimous consent that the Senator may join the 
Subcommittee for the remainder of the hearing, for the purpose of 
asking questions of witnesses. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

We are going to take a seven-minute break, seven-minute break. 
Senator MIKULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I also want to acknowledge 

the fact that Senator Cardin is also opposed to the LNG. He will 
be submitting testimony. He is at a meeting on the Helsinki Com-
mission on Human Rights at the request of Senate leadership in 
Europe today. He wanted to be here, and he wants to be on the 
record, and we are both united in this. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you very much. 
Thank you, we will look forward to his statement. 
Thank you very much. 
Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. We’ll take a seven-minute break. 
[Recess.] 
Mr. CUMMINGS. We are very pleased to have been joined by State 

Senator Vernon Jones, thank you, Senator, thank you for your 
leadership, Mr. Cummings. Rear Admiral Brian Salerno, thank you 
very much for being with us. 

STATEMENT OF REAR ADMIRAL BRIAN SALERNO, DIRECTOR 
OF INSPECTION AND COMPLIANCE, U.S. COAST GUARD; CAP-
TAIN BRIAN D. KELLEY, UNITED STATES COAST GUARD, BAL-
TIMORE SECTOR, RICHARD HOFFMANN, DIRECTOR, GAS, EN-
VIRONMENT, AND ENGINEERING, FEDERAL ENERGY REGU-
LATORY COMMISSION 

Admiral SALERNO. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, distinguished 
Members of the Committee, Senator Mikulski, I’m pleased to be 
here with you this morning to discuss the Coast Guard’s role in 
providing for the safety and the security——

Mr. CUMMINGS. Can you keep your voice up, please? 
Admiral SALERNO. —of Liquified Natural Gas vessels and facili-

ties. 
In coordination with other Federal agencies, and with state and 

local stakeholders, the Coast Guard is responsible for ensuring that 
the marine transportation of LNG is conducted safely and securely. 
LNG vessels do have an impressive safety record. Since the incep-
tion of LNG shipping in 1959, there have been over 40,000 LNG 
shipments around the world with few serious accidents, and of 
those accidents none have resulted in significant damage to the 
cargo tanks. 

LNG carriers and other vessels carrying liquified hazardous gas-
ses in bulk are built and inspected to the highest engineering and 
safety standards enforced internationally. 

Today, there are over 200 foreign flag LNG vessels in operation 
worldwide. Their crews include some of the most highly trained 
merchant marine officers and seamen afloat. 

Security for LNG vessels, as with other vessel types, involves 
multiple layers. The Maritime Transportation Security Act of 2002, 
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MTSA, established a robust maritime security regime for vessels 
operating in U.S. waters and for the facilities which handle them. 
MTSA requires that the vessel develop and implement a threat 
scalable security plan, assign security duties to key personnel, and 
address a wide range of security topics, including access control 
measures, surveillance and monitoring, emergency procedures, and 
training. MTSA imposes comparable requirements on facilities. 

There is also an international counterpart to MTSA called the 
International Ship and Port Facility Security Code, is ISPFS. Be-
cause ISPFS requirements are in effect internationally, they serve 
to enhance the security of the supply chain from overseas loading 
ports, through ocean transit, as well as during port visits in the 
United States. 

In addition to these statutory and treaty-based regimes, we also 
have procedures to develop early awareness of commercial vessels 
intending to enter the United States. In particular, all deep-draft 
vessels must provide the Coast Guard with a 96-hour advance no-
tice of arrival. This notice includes information on the vessel’s pre-
vious ports of call, crew identities, and cargo. This information is 
fully vetted through national databases to detect any concerns or 
anomalies well in advance of the vessel’s arrival in U.S. waters. 

Based upon the risk profile, the Coast Guard may employ a vari-
ety of means to verify that the vessel does not pose a threat, such 
as pre-entry security boardings to ensure that the vessel is under 
proper control. 

The Coast Guard typically escorts LNG vessels through key port 
areas, in order to protect against an external attack. Escorts are 
performed by armed Coast Guard vessels, often in conjunction with 
other Government agencies, including state and local law enforce-
ment partners. 

The combined efforts of Federal, state, local and where appro-
priate private assets, contribute to the port risk mitigation plan. 

As for the facilities, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
FERC, has the siting authority for shore-side LNG terminals. How-
ever, the Coast Guard is a cooperating agency in the preparation 
of FERC’s environmental impact statement. 

Incorporated into the EIS is the local Coast Guard Captain of the 
Port’s assessment and determination regarding the suitability of 
the waterway for the proposed vessel transits, including the identi-
fication of mitigation measures needed to responsibly manage iden-
tified safety and security risks. 

Looking towards the anticipated growth of LNG, the Coast 
Guard continues to analyze resource allocation and capacity. Fu-
ture increases in work load may be accommodated through a vari-
ety of measures, including reallocation of existing resources, ex-
panding the use of other Government agency and private security 
forces to conduct security operations, requesting new resources, or 
some combination of these options. All of these options are under 
consideration. 

It is important to note that there are other hazardous cargos reg-
ulated by the Coast Guard to ensure the safety and security of our 
ports. Moreover, there are 11 mission areas in the Coast Guard’s 
portfolio, and to accomplish them our resources are multi-mission 
in nature. Our prevention and protection strategies are, therefore, 
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aimed at ensuring that the highest risk situations receive the high-
est level of protection. This is an ongoing process. 

Thank you for giving me this opportunity to discuss the Coast 
Guard’s role in LNG security and our relationships with other 
stakeholder agencies. I’ll be happy to answer any questions you 
may have. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Captain Kelley. 
Captain KELLEY. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Mem-

ber LaTourette, and distinguished Members of the Committee, my 
name is Captain Brian Kelley, and I am the Commander of Coast 
Guard Sector Baltimore. Our base of operations is located in the 
Curtis Bay area, just south of the City of Baltimore, at the Coast 
Guard Yard. 

Sector Baltimore is the largest Coast Guard operational unit in 
this area. The sector combines the former Coast Guard group small 
boat stations, Aids to Navigation Teams, and Marine Safety Office, 
all under one roof, which, hopefully, then equates to more conven-
ient one-stop shopping for our customers. 

We conduct operations ashore, as well as on the water, ranging 
from safety and security inspection of vessels and facilities, all the 
way to search and rescue cases. 

Our sector has approximately 300 active duty personnel, 190 re-
servists, and 1,500 Coast Guard auxiliarists. Our operational units 
include three Aids to Navigation Teams and seven small boat sta-
tions, one of which is only manned during the busy summer 
months. 

The boundaries of my area of responsibility cover most of the 
navigable waters and tributaries of the Chesapeake Bay and the 
Potomac River, from Smith Point just south of where the Potomac 
River meets the Bay, northward to the C&D Canal at the Mary-
land/Delaware line. Also my area of responsibility covers both the 
Virginia and the Maryland sides of the Potomac River, including 
the Anacostia River. 

Our focus is mission execution, and my goal is to balance safety, 
security and commerce with the public’s right to the waters. We ac-
complish much of what we do by employing a multi-layered safety 
and security system, primarily placed there by the Maritime Trans-
portation Security Act regulations. To do this, we work closely with 
the private sector and with the local county and state and other 
Federal law enforcement agencies to ensure that we are all work-
ing as effectively and as efficiently as we can in our collective mis-
sions. 

I wear many different hats in my job, and I have the responsibil-
ities of the Federal On Scene Coordinator, Search and Rescue Mis-
sion Coordinator, Captain of the Port, Officer in Charge of Marine 
Inspection, and Federal Maritime Security Coordinator. The pri-
mary responsibility for me, as the Captain of the Port and the Fed-
eral Maritime Security Coordinator, is to steward the process for 
reviewing the proposed LNG facilities and to not promote any par-
ticular project itself. 

The Coast Guard has jurisdiction over the navigable waterways 
and waterfront facilities, strictly as they relate to maritime safety 
and security of commerce, vessels, facilities and their personnel. 
We are a cooperating agency when it comes to shore-side LNG ter-
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minals, though, where the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
has the lead. Most of our requirements in this endeavor are found 
in Title 33 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 127, entitled, 
‘‘Waterfront Facilities Handling LNG and Liquefied Hazardous 
Gas.’’

This regulation requires an applicant desiring to build a water-
front LNG facility to submit a letter of intent to the pertinent Cap-
tain of the Port. In the case of Sparrows Point, that’s me. Because 
the transit of any LNG vessel will also be through Virginia’s waters 
in the southern Chesapeake Bay, we work with the Captain of the 
Port in Hampton Roads throughout the review process. 

This regulation then requires me to issue a letter of rec-
ommendation back to the applicant, as to the suitability of the wa-
terway for the LNG marine traffic. Before that can happen, though, 
a lot of other things must happen first, such as an extensive safety 
and security risk assessment, which we call the Waterway Suit-
ability Assessment. It’s reviewed by the local safety and security 
committees and by my office. 

This assessment and our review are also transmitted to FERC 
for inclusion in analysis in their environmental impact statement. 
We are in the process of reviewing the risk assessment submitted 
for Sparrows Point at this time. 

In addition to stewarding this review process and providing input 
to FERC, we have the additional job of inspecting the facility’s ves-
sel-to-terminal transfer operations, the vessels carrying the LNG to 
the facility, and the security of both the vessel and the facility, to 
name a few. 

In this brief amount of time, I hope that I’ve shed some light as 
to the roles and responsibilities of Coast Guard Sector Baltimore in 
the proposed operations. 

Thank you very much for this opportunity to speak with you 
today, and I will be glad to answer your questions. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you, Captain. 
Mr. Hoffmann. 
Mr. HOFFMANN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Members, and 

Senator Mikulski, I appreciate this opportunity to speak with you 
today. 

I’m the Director of the Division of Gas, Environment and Engi-
neering, in the Office of Energy Projects at FERC, and my group 
is the one that does the environmental and safety reviews of 
Liquified Natural Gas facilities and all the interstate natural gas 
pipelines that get built in the country. 

First today I’m going to explain the extensive design review proc-
ess that we use for all projects that come before us, and how we 
ensure safety and security, and second I’m going to give you a sta-
tus of where we are with the AES proposal that’s the subject, at 
least in part, of this meeting today. 

The Commission’s primary role is as a safety regulator. It’s the 
most important thing that we do. The safety record of LNG import 
facilities over the past 35 years in this country has been exem-
plary. 

The FERC process is inclusive, comprehensive and transparent, 
inclusive in that we bring Federal, state, local agencies and the 
public into the process to get early input, and that’s very important 
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information for us; comprehensive in the way that my testimony 
goes into great detail on the description of FERC’s engineering, en-
vironmental review, the cryogenic design review, and how we break 
the facility down into all its components and look at each one of 
them. That happens in three phases, pre-authorization, pre-con-
struction and pre-operation. And finally, the process is transparent 
in that, virtually, everything we do is available through the web, 
it’s on the record, and it’s all available through our e-library system 
through the FERC website. 

I’ll go over each of the phases very quickly. First is pre-author-
ization. This starts with the pre-filing process, where we go out and 
we start to meet the public at company—usually proponent-spon-
sored open houses, FERC staff goes to those, we start meeting peo-
ple and start to get a feel for the issues that they have. 

Shortly after that, we organize our own public meetings through 
our scoping process under the National Environmental Policy Act, 
and as you heard the Baltimore County Executive was there at our 
meetings, and we’ve had dealings with his people. 

As part of this pre-authorization process, we begin our detailed 
cryogenic design review of all the LNG facilities, the components, 
and the operations, and we begin our detailed independent assess-
ment of the environmental impacts that we look at through our en-
vironmental impact statement that we prepare under the auspices 
of the National Environmental Policy Act. Here we begin our co-
ordination with the Coast Guard, with the Corps of Engineers, with 
other relevant Federal agencies, state agencies, and also local and 
public input into that process. 

The state review under three very critical statutes begins during 
this period of time, too, and those statutes are the Coastal Zone 
Management Act, the Clean Air Act, and the Clean Water Act. 

As we compile all this data, when we get ready and our analysis 
we feel is complete, we publish our draft environmental impact 
statement, we put it out for public comments, that’s for 45 days, 
we’ll come back into the local area and along the pipeline route and 
we’ll have public meetings so people can share with us their com-
ments on what they think of our analysis, and eventually we’ll 
compile a final environmental impact statement, which we’ll pub-
lish, and then eventually that record will go to our Commission. 

The Commissioners are the ones actually that make the decisions 
at the agency. I’m part of the Commission’s professional staff, and 
my job is to put a good complete record in front of them. If the 
Commissioners feel that, and our recommendation is that a facility 
is safe and environmentally sound, and they find that it’s in the 
public interest, they’ll approve it. If we don’t feel it’s safe and envi-
ronmentally sound, I believe the Commission will deny it, but they 
will make a decision. 

The second phase is the pre-construction phase, and if a Commis-
sion order is issued then there’s many conditions that must be met 
before any construction is allowed. These deal with environmental 
engineering, final design conditions that we’ve put on the facilities, 
its components, the way it operates, how they put together their 
plans, and the FERC engineering staff goes through a very detailed 
review of all of the final designs, the piping and instrumentation 
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diagrams, hazard control, hazard detection, and all the systems 
that go into that, both active and passive. 

Also a part of this pre-construction phase is the emergency re-
sponse plan that has to get put together by the company, it gets 
coordinated with the Coast Guard and state and local officials, and 
emergency response planning has to be filed with the FERC, along 
with the cost sharing plan, and we have to review that plan, emer-
gency response plan and cost sharing plans, and approve them be-
fore any construction will be allowed to begin. 

If a project does get the approval to go into construction, it goes 
into the third phase, which is the pre-operational phase. So, we 
continually inspect during the three-year period of time that facili-
ties are under construction, at least every eight weeks we are on 
site doing our reviews. All the construction is monitored, we verify 
all the quality control inspections that are ongoing by the appli-
cant, the engineering procurement construction contractor, and 
check everything out from both a safety and environmental, stand-
point. 

The Waterway Suitability Assessment that gets submitted to the 
Coast Guard, and is the basis for their Waterway Suitability Re-
port to us, that gets updated annually, so that any changes can be 
considered during that process before operations begin. 

Once all the conditions are met, and we do our pre-commis-
sioning inspections, which are another set of inspections before a 
new facility goes into operation, then the Director of the Office of 
Energy Projects will issue a letter, if appropriate, and if safety can 
be assured, that would allow the facility to go into operation, and 
then after operation we continue inspections for the life of the 
project, and we do that along with the Coast Guard and with DOT. 

Now, I’ll just quickly give kind of a status of where we are with 
the Sparrows Point project. 

The pre-filing process began in April of 2006. That’s where there 
open houses around the site and along the pipeline route by the 
company, we attended them. The FERC staff held its scoping meet-
ings in June, and we had site visits along the pipeline route and 
at the LNG terminal site in both June and July. 

I have a light flashing at me, so I might be taking too much time, 
sorry. 

The application was filed in January of ‘08—and I’ll be done very 
quickly. The Maryland, State of Maryland, filed its Safety Advisory 
Report with us in February, and we are presently reviewing all of 
that information, both us, the Coast Guard, the Corps of Engineers 
regarding dredging, and State of Maryland agencies. 

We have submitted data requests to the company and gotten 
some answers back. We are still waiting for more. We have to re-
view all of this information, all of these replies, our own analysis, 
make decisions on whether or not that information is adequate, in 
order for us to proceed with our draft environmental impact state-
ment. 

We are waiting for the Waterway Suitability Report, it’s a formal 
report from the Coast Guard to us, on the navigational suitability 
of this proposed tanker route coming up through Chesapeake Bay. 

Then eventually, we’ll issue our draft environmental impact 
statement. We don’t have a date for that right now. We will publish 

VerDate 0ct 09 2002 16:01 Nov 13, 2007 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00043 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 P:\DOCS\35913 HTRANS1 PsN: JASON



32

that for the comment period, and we’ll have the meetings I ad-
dressed earlier. 

Right now, specifically, the primary issues that we have before 
us, and these are kind of big picture, shipping safety and security, 
impacts to commercial and recreational boating and fishing is obvi-
ously a concern, the dredging concerns that you’ve heard about, 
bringing up toxic materials from the bottom, environmental justice, 
whether or not there’s any disproportionate impacts to the commu-
nities in Turner Station, Dundalk or anywhere else, concerns along 
the pipeline route, and its proximity to people, businesses, and 
we’ll look at all that. 

I can assure you that we will thoroughly examine every single 
issue that gets brought before us, and we’ll lay that all out in our 
draft environmental impact statement, and that’s about where we 
are. 

And, that concludes my comments. Thank you. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you all very much. 
Just to pick up where you left off, Mr. Hoffmann. When it comes 

to the dredging issue, in talking to some of our environmentalists 
community here, a lot of them are concerned that over many years, 
maybe even as many as 30 or 40 years, that when Bethlehem Steel 
was there that all kinds of things was dumped in the water. And, 
they believe that at the base of the—on the bottom, when you begin 
to dredge all this stuff up, you are going to run into a major, major 
problem, and they are concerned that it would be extremely harm-
ful to the northern part of the Chesapeake Bay. 

And so, I just don’t know whether that has—when you men-
tioned dredging, I was wondering, is that one of the things that you 
are looking at? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. Yes, sir, absolutely. It’s a concern of everybody. 
It’s a concern of my staff, it’s a concern of the Corps of Engineers, 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Maryland Department of 
Environment, everybody has their eyes on that as one of the num-
ber of issues. 

The techniques that are being proposed by the company to do 
that dredging, the potential for it to stir up any sort of pollutants 
that would be harmful and would spread through areas, are all 
issues that we have to study, and will. 

And, you know, our analysis of that will be laid out, in our case, 
in our draft environmental impact statement. The Corps of Engi-
neers is a cooperating agency with us. The Maryland Department 
of Environment is an intervener in our case, so they are not a co-
operating agency, but they have, I believe, it’s them or it’s the 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources, that has to issue one 
of the permits I made reference to earlier, which was the Clean 
Water Act 401, Section 401 permit, which is a state-issued permit 
based on Federal law under the Clean Water Act, and that’s a con-
cern that everybody has, and we are going to get to the bottom of 
that. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Now, there was—how many of these facilities 
have you all denied? I mean, in other words, that you said you 
were not—would not be suitable? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. Well, the one—there’s one, it was in—it was the 
Key Span facility up in Providence, Rhode Island, that the Com-
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mission issued an order and said that since that was an excellent 
existing peak shaving plant, it wanted to convert to a new import, 
to perform an import function, and it did not meet the current Fed-
eral safety standards for LNG import facilities, and the Commis-
sion issued an order denying that. 

That’s the only one, specifically, that we have denied, but there 
are a number of projects around the country that people have start-
ed proposing and, perhaps, just, you know, backed off or walked 
away from. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. One of the things, I think, that you can under-
stand, that there are a number of people that are concerned that—
and they are hoping, and most respectfully they are hoping that 
this is not some type of, you know, that they go through the proc-
ess and that the end result is sort of dictated before they even get 
started. Do you understand that? Can you understand that con-
cern? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. Yes, absolutely. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. And so, they are concerned that all of the efforts 

that they are putting forth, and you’ve heard the testimony of the 
County Executive, you heard the Mayor, I mean the Governor, you 
heard our distinguished Senator, Senator Mikulski, we want to 
make sure that we have a fair process that takes into account all 
of the things that you have heard and more. 

And so, I hope that you will keep that in mind. 
Mr. HOFFMANN. Sir, it’s absolutely clear to me that our Commis-

sion has a very wide open process, and takes into account all of 
this information. You know, our analysis and our environmental 
impact statement, our work with the U.S. Coast Guard, is critical 
to making those determinations, and with the state, and the per-
mits that they issue. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Okay. Captain Kelley, Rear Admiral Salerno, you 
heard the testimony, and I’ve expressed my concern with regard to 
the Coast Guard, and I know that Senator Mikulski will probably 
ask some questions about this, but this Cove Point situation is 
quite disturbing, and can you explain what happened there? Appar-
ently, some commitments were made, and then things changed. 

See, I think what we are concerned about is that you have an 
approval, and then everybody goes along their merry way, and we 
still have to deal with it. The folks who live here have to deal with 
it. And, the Coast Guard, you know, you are doing a great job, but 
you all move on to, and leave some of the responsibility to others 
who may not be trained to do what you do. And, you all are well 
trained. 

And so, could you comment on that for us? 
Captain KELLEY. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman, I’d be glad to. 
First of all, let me dispel any thought that we are moving away 

from security for Cove Point. That is something that I looked at 
when I first came in here in June as the new Captain of the Port, 
and I saw that there was really a disproportionate amount of Coast 
Guard bearing that responsibility, not the responsibility, but actu-
ally the functionality of providing the security. 

We will continue to escort the vessels while they are underway. 
However, when the vessel is tied up at the facility, similar to 
guarding the front gate or the land side, I thought that it was per-
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tinent for the facility to bear part of the responsibility of security 
while the vessel is moored at the facility. 

So, to do that I engaged our partners at the county level, as well 
as the state and other local entities, and the facility operators 
themselves, to share in the responsibility for security while the ves-
sel is moored. 

Now, to do that, Dominion Cove Point entered into an arrange-
ment with Calvert County, and Calvert County Commissioners are 
supporting this, where Dominion is forking over a bucket of bucks 
to the county, so that the county may have—may acquire the re-
sources, they are buying boats, they are hiring personnel, that we, 
the Coast Guard, are assisting in their training, as well as other 
Federal entities, such as the Federal Law Enforcement Training fa-
cility, they’ve got their personnel going down to Georgia to learn 
more about enforcement. 

I’ve also entered into an agreement with the county, so that their 
resources can enforce the security zone around the vessel while it 
is moored. 

So, I believe that we have a layered security system. I call it in-
novative, because I don’t know where they are doing it anywhere 
else, and it’s an opportunity for the vessel operators and also for 
the facility operators to share the burden of providing the security 
for the vessel. 

And, I won’t have them out there unless I certify that they are 
ready to go, and we will test them, we will train with them, they 
will share our tactics and our procedures, and also we operate with 
them, so that when we take them along, as we are right now, for 
vessel ride-alongs, they are learning the business, and they are 
learning our tactics, they are learning the boat handling that we 
have learned, and established ourselves as experts at. We are shar-
ing that knowledge, so that they are fully prepared, ready to go, 
before I certify them. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Rear Admiral Salerno, on page seven of your 
written testimony you indicate that the Coast Guard is working on 
regulatory changes in 33 CFR, Part 127, necessary to bring exist-
ing letter of intent and letter of recommendation regulations up to 
date. And, why have all these existing regulations not been brought 
up to date, particularly, as new terminal projects are now moving 
forward through the regulatory process? 

But, before you answer that, just think about that one, and I 
want to go back to you, Captain Kelley. When we look at this whole 
idea of 12 of these facilities already being approved for construc-
tion, and of all the things that we have to do with regard to the 
Coast Guard, and in light of deepwater, and all that has happened 
with regard to that, and all of Congress’ concerns and the Coast 
Guard’s concerns with regard to deepwater, and let’s say all of 
those 12 that have been approved for construction go forward, isn’t 
that going to be a bit of a burden on the Coast Guard? 

Captain KELLEY. Mr. Chairman, first of all, in the hypothetical 
situation where we would have that many facilities submitting for 
approval, in each individual case we would be looking at a water-
way suitability assessment and then the Coast Guard would be 
issuing their Waterway Suitability Report. 
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The Waterway Suitability Report would individually address the 
resources that are available to provide security and to manage the 
risk for each one of these facilities, which is, each facility is going 
to be different. Various locations, whether it’s at Sparrows Point, 
or whether it’s off shore. 

So, I find it difficult to generalize and specifically answer your 
question with a yes or no answer, because of them each being indi-
vidually and our resources are not evenly distributed. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Well, will these county marine patrols, will they 
have the same authority that you have? And, if they do have that 
same authority, where does that authority come from? 

Captain KELLEY. The authority comes through our Memorandum 
of Agreement that I have with the individuals who are—or the gov-
ernments whose personnel are enforcing our security zone. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. And, that authority comes from where? Where do 
you get the authority to enter into that agreement? I’m just curi-
ous. 

Captain KELLEY. I don’t have the specific cite here with me, sir. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. I mean, it’s jut not something that you just came 

up with. 
Captain KELLEY. Oh, no, sir. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Okay. 
Captain KELLEY. Absolutely not. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. We are in a law school. 
Captain KELLEY. Yes, sir, and I fully respect that. 
We do have an extensive law staff, and we’ve gone with the law-

yers, for example, in Calvert County, we’ve worked hand in hand 
to make sure that everything is proper in regard to the law. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. All right, Rear Admiral, you can go ahead and 
answer my question, and then I’ll pass it on to my colleague. 

Admiral SALERNO. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
The existing regulations do contain a process for th Captain of 

the Port to provide a letter or recommendation on the waterway 
suitability for LNG transit. Those regulations predated 9/11, and 
they were focused, primarily, on the safety, navigational safety con-
cerns. 

Since 9/11 we’ve established guidelines which greatly expand the 
concerns over security and give guidance to the Captains of the 
Port and to applicants as to how to proceed through this process. 
Those guidelines are contained in a Navigation and Vessel Inspec-
tion Circular, No. 505. 

Our intention is to take many of those guidelines and insert 
them into Federal regulation. The guidelines, you know, since we 
are in a law school, as you know, do not constitute the same—they 
don’t have the same weight as a regulation. We are using them, we 
are following those guidelines, but to make this pure we really 
need to take those guidelines and make them part of regulation. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. We are concerned, by the way, that there are so 
many regulations that need to be addressed. And, we can—that 
may be the subject of a whole other hearing, but again, I wonder 
whether or not that part of the problem, while we haven’t had 
those regulations addressed, is because of personnel issues and 
things of that nature. But, that’s a whole other subject. 
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One last question, Captain Kelley, probable cause, can that be 
delegated, that authority, with regard to probable cause? When you 
delegate this authority, through your Memorandum of Under-
standing, your authority with regard to probable cause, that is, the 
boarding of a ship or what have you, I mean, is that delegated to 
the locals? 

Captain KELLEY. We maintain our current authorities to stop 
any vessel in the territorial seas. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. So, you don’t need probable cause. 
Captain KELLEY. That is correct, sir. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Well, what about the locals, they don’t need it ei-

ther? 
Captain KELLEY. They would also be operating under our tactical 

control, so as far as——
Senator MIKULSKI. What about your legal authority? 
Mr. CUMMINGS. I yield to the gentlelady. 
Senator MIKULSKI. I just want to clarify the Chairman’s ques-

tion. He isn’t asking you about your tactical, what legal authority 
can they intervene? 

Mr. CUMMINGS. That’s the question. 
Senator MIKULSKI. That’s a different legal authority than you. 
Captain KELLEY. Even though I sit in a law school, I don’t nec-

essarily have all the expertise——
Mr. CUMMINGS. We are going to have to get to the bottom of that, 

because I think——
Captain KELLEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. —it all goes to some things that Mr. Gilchrest 

was asking a few moments ago, because we’ve got to figure out 
what, you know, when we start bringing in the local authorities, 
and I know that you’ve talked about the training that you give, and 
all these wonderful things, but, I mean, we are talking about seri-
ous business here. 

Captain KELLEY. Yes, sir, without a doubt. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. And, these are shipments, I mean, you are talk-

ing about a lot of LNG coming through, you are talking about 150 
possible ships coming in a year, I think the testimony says. That’s 
a lot. 

And so, I think we need to look very, very carefully, you know, 
take a careful look at that, and, I mean, I respect Memorandums 
of Understanding, but we’ve got, you know, we do have a Congress 
here, and we do pass laws, and we need to take a look at that. 

Admiral SALERNO. Sir, if I may. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Yes. 
Admiral SALERNO. Just to add something to Captain Kelley’s 

comments. There is a provision in the Federal regulations which al-
lows the Coast Guard to use other law enforcement agencies in the 
enforcement of a security zone established by the Captain of the 
Port. 

Also, the other law enforcement agencies engaged do not sur-
render their own inherent law enforcement authorities. So, they 
would—we have concurrent jurisdiction out there. What the Memo-
randum of Understanding does is establish a partnership agree-
ment and establish the rules of engagement. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Well, we’ll take a look at that. 
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Admiral SALERNO. Yes, sir. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you. 
Mr. Latourette. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Captain Kelley, first to you, I know the thrust of this hearing is 

about the concern about the placement of the new facility at Spar-
rows Point, but just to close the loop on Cove Point. You’ve entered 
into agreements with local law enforcement. You said that the op-
erator of the Cove Point facility, bucket of bucks isn’t really de-
scriptive to me. I mean, it’s over a million dollars, is it not, a year? 

Captain KELLEY. That is correct, sir. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. For the specific purpose of training local law 

enforcement to assume some responsibilities when the ship is actu-
ally tied up. 

Captain KELLEY. That is correct. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. You are not transferring the responsibility of 

boarding the ship before, making sure everything is okay before it 
comes and ties up? 

Captain KELLEY. That is correct. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. It’s while the ship is docked. 
Captain KELLEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. And, that requires a certification by you. I 

mean, are you going to sign off on that before you are convinced 
that it’s okay? 

Captain KELLEY. I will personally sign off on it, yes, sir. We will 
make sure that all of the resources that are going to be enforcing 
that security zone are capable before they are allowed to do the 
mission. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Okay, thank you very much. 
Mr. Hoffmann to you, when the Governor was here, he ref-

erenced the term remote site, and as you know the Pipeline Safety 
Act directed the DOT to consider the cost and benefits associated 
with the placement of LNG terminals at remote sites. GAO testi-
fied in ‘79 that remote siting may enhance public safety in the un-
likely event of an accident at a gasification facility. 

I assume FERC is required in this process that you’ve talked 
about to weight the benefits and costs of a remote site, is that 
right? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. And, is there a definition in the Federal regu-

lations of remote site? 
Mr. HOFFMANN. Well, the way that—DOT is responsible for es-

tablishing those Federal safety standards in accordance with the 
Act you quoted, and the way they went through that process was 
to set up exclusion zones around the shore-based facility, based on 
certain design type spills, including a full dike spill from a failed 
storage tank, which has never happened. And yet, that’s one of the 
criteria. 

So, we—my engineers go through a very exhaustive process of 
modeling each of the spills and calculating the exclusion zones. The 
exclusion zones have to either stay on the property of the proposed 
terminal, or if they go off there are certain uses, whether it be resi-
dential or commercial interests that cannot be within that exclu-
sion zone. The company then would have to establish control over 
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those areas, and those are calculations we are running right now 
on the Sparrow Point facility. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. So, if you were asked the question, is Sparrows 
Point a remote site, you don’t have the answer to that because you 
are still working on the calculations. 

Mr. HOFFMANN. Correct. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Okay. And, if it was not, let me just be clear 

so I understand, if at the end of the day you determine that it’s 
not a remote site, you then would make additional requirements 
upon the potential operator to turn it into a remote site, or that’s 
just one factor. You say, well, it’s not a remote site, so that’s a 
black mark on that one. We’ll move on to the next. 

Mr. HOFFMANN. In the case I referenced before up in Providence, 
that facility did not meet the current standards for the exclusion 
zones, and we felt, and, ultimately, the Commission denied it be-
cause it didn’t meet those standards. 

So, meeting those standards is essential. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. And, is acreage, does that go into the discus-

sion of remote site? And, I ask the question because, again, not 
being from here I’ve been told that the Cove Point site is big, 
whereas, this is 45 acres, am I right about that? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. I believe this is about 80 acres, the AES pro-
posal is about 80 acres of a 170 acre parcel. They are planning on 
using about 80 acres. So, they have more land than what they are 
proposing to build on, and if the exclusion zones go off that, they’ll 
have to show that they’ve established control through either ease-
ment agreements or whatever. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Okay. And then, there were some questions of 
the first panel about the concern that the state was going to be ex-
cluded from the process. Is it your observation the state participa-
tion is still required in the Coastal Zone Management legislation, 
the Clean Air Act, and that the state actually has to issue the Sec-
tion 401 certificate under the Clean Water Act? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. Yes, and not only that, we, my staff has had 
meetings with the state sponsored Joint Evaluation Committee, 
which is made up of a number of different Maryland organizations 
that are all part of, you know, people we coordinate with in pre-
paring our draft environmental impact statement. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Okay. And lastly, the last subject that I want 
to talk to you about, in your oral testimony you said that the indus-
try has a safety record that’s been exemplary over the last 35 
years. Could you amplify on that just a little bit? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. Yes, sir, that goes back to, I think the first one 
was the District Gas Facility up in Boston, but there are four on 
land import terminals in the Continental U.S. There’s one export 
facility in Alaska. There’s another import facility in Puerto Rico 
that’s under our jurisdiction, and there has never been an accident 
at any one of those, which has affected either the environment or 
off-site public. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. And that, I think, is the point I was trying to 
make earlier with the BG&E tanks that have been in Baltimore 
since 1975, there is an industry that does a good job of promoting 
safety, and I think that the safety record that you’ve talked of, my 
information on LNG accidents is the worst one occurred in Cleve-
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land, Ohio in the 1940s, and clearly technology has caught up with 
what happened back in the 1940s, and we are way ahead of that. 
The ships are double hauled and so forth and so on. 

So, I think that we should separate inherently dangerous enter-
prise from what the Senator was talking about, this is a new world, 
and in the new world I think that our focus needs to be on how 
do we protect these assets from people that would do us harm, as 
opposed to scaring people that this is an unsafe enterprise. 

And again, based upon your—are you familiar with the BG&E 
tanks? Is that under your jurisdiction? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. No, that facility, that facility, there’s about 108 
LNG facilities in the U.S. We have 17 of them that operate in ei-
ther import facilities or that operate in interstate commerce. So, 
there’s 12 peak shaving plants that are under FERC jurisdiction, 
maybe 13 now because we might have just approved another one, 
so that number might have just changed. 

And, BG&E’s facility is not one of them, but those three tanks 
hold the equivalent, I think, of about 1 bcf, 1 billion cubic feet of 
natural gas equivalent, and we’ve had staff go to that site and visit 
it, you know, not inspect it per se, but we are familiar with it. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. And, is the safety record comparable for that 
side of the industry from what you’ve been talking about, about 
these off-shore operations? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. Yes, it is, with the notable exception of the one 
that you referenced before, which was really pre—kind of pre-mod-
ern technology, the Cleveland accident. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Okay, thank you very much. 
Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Ruppersberger? 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Yes, thank you. 
Mr. Hoffmann, what weight is security given to the final deter-

mination? You have environmental issues to deal with, what 
weight would security be given? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. Well, I think safety and security is number one, 
it’s essential. I mean, if we can’t come to that decision that the fa-
cility can be operated safely and securely I believe our Commission 
will not approve it. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Now, how do you define security assess-
ment, is that what you are getting from the Coast Guard, or you 
are getting from the applicant, how do you define security assess-
ment——

Mr. HOFFMANN. Well, that——
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. —when you are making a determination 

based on experts in that area. 
Mr. HOFFMANN. —that occurs on a couple of different levels. The 

Department of Transportation, also PHMSA, the Pipeline of Haz-
ardous Material Safety Administration, are the group in the Fed-
eral Government that establish, promulgate, the Federal safety 
standards for the on-shore facilities, and they have some security 
requirements in their regulations. 

We include security in our review of the on-shore facility. The 
Coast Guard has responsibility under the Maritime Transportation 
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Safety Act of 2002 for all waterfront facilities, and then the Coast 
Guard has the responsibility for security of the tanker operations. 

So, all of those things are reviewed in looking at a proposal. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Do applicants conduct their own security 

assessments? 
Mr. HOFFMANN. It pretty much all starts with the applicants, in 

terms of, you know, meeting the Federal standards and coming up 
with their own plans. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Has an applicant’s assessment been ever 
substituted for a Coast Guard assessment? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. The applicants begin the process, in that they—
the Coast Guard guidelines that were referred to before put the 
burden on the applicant to prepare a preliminary waterway suit-
ability assessment, which is based on the channel, their proposal, 
the channel that they are operating in, and input from the port 
community, and that report is one of the initial pieces of seed infor-
mation that goes into the Coast Guard process. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Some of my evaluation has shown that it 
seems a lot of weight is given to the security assessment of the ap-
plicant. I mean, that’s like the fox guarding the hen house, in my 
opinion. 

Now, I know that’s part of the process, but I wonder how much 
weight is given, and that’s a determination. 

Let me ask you this question. As far as intelligence, has an appli-
cant’s assessment ever been—or does the Coast Guard or any of 
these assessments deal with intelligence issues? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. Well, I would have to say yes, although I don’t 
know exactly what the Coast Guard has dealt with. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Let me ask the Coast Guard. Do you have 
people who are cleared to talk about intelligence issues that should 
be very relevant to an assessment, security assessment? 

Admiral SALERNO. Sir, we do have people who look at the intel-
ligence. That is an ongoing issue, as you might expect. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. But, I’m asking as it relates to this issue 
itself, as to giving information in the assessment to FERC. 

Admiral SALERNO. We do look at overall risks, yes, including in-
telligence risk. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. But, can you answer the question whether 
you know specifically whether or not the input from your intel-
ligence goes into this? 

Captain KELLEY. Yes, sir, we do, we have a Sector Intelligence 
Officer who works directly for me, as well as a Field Intelligence 
Support Team. We look at all of the threats, in particular, for a 
proposed facility like this, to make sure that we are positioned to 
manage the risk. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Okay. Mr. Hoffmann again, what is the 
size of a standard hazardous exclusionary zone? I’ve heard that the 
exclusion zones are as small as 1,000 feet, and how does FERC de-
termine the hazard exclusion zone? I think that’s a major issue, be-
cause we have different types of sites. Is there a certain standard? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. Yes, there are. They are laid out in the Depart-
ment of Transportation standards. I made reference to that in gen-
eral before, but what goes on in those standards is that there are 
certain specific design spills, whether they be from unloading line, 

VerDate 0ct 09 2002 16:01 Nov 13, 2007 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00052 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 P:\DOCS\35913 HTRANS1 PsN: JASON



41

during tanker unloadings, or whether it be as great as a cata-
strophic failure of a tank, and the dike around it fills up with LNG, 
and then the assumption is that it ignites. And we do our calcula-
tions either on vapor, all vapor from any sort of spill on the site 
has to remain on the site up to half of the lower flammable limit, 
which is 2-1/2 percent of natural gas and air, that has to remain 
on the site, per the proposal and the way it’s designed. All the dif-
ferent sumps and containments and things like that. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. What is the appropriate size for the hazard 
exclusion zone for this proposed Sparrows Point site? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. We have not completed that work yet, but we 
will lay that out. I mean, we’ll explain all that and our calculations 
in our draft environmental impact statement. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Let me ask you this. What is the ten-
minute spill scenario? Is still the standard used for determining 
safety requirements? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. Ten-minute spill scenario is—I’m sorry, Senator, 
are you—oh, okay——

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. She’s trying to assist me. 
Mr. HOFFMANN. She’s distracting you. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. She’s my intern coach. 
Mr. HOFFMANN. The ten-minute spill scenario is for an unloading 

line spill while the tanker is unloading. They operate at a pressure 
that pumps on the ship, pump LNG out of the ship into the tanks, 
and one of the exclusion zone scenarios is a ten-minute spill from 
the unloading line. They have to have containment that would hold 
that amount of liquid, so it can’t spill out onto the ground uncon-
trolled. It has to be contained in——

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Is there just one scenario here? 
Mr. HOFFMANN. That’s one of many scenarios that get looked at. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Captain Kelley, has the Coast Guard, if you 

know, ever banned the shipment of LNG tankers into any U.S. 
ports? 

Captain KELLEY. Sir, I don’t know. 
Admiral SALERNO. Sir, I’ll answer that. 
Not permanently, sir, there have been occasions where a ship has 

been denied entry. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Sometimes you are told, not when you are 

in law school, you don’t ask a question unless you know the an-
swer, I think the port in Boston was closed right after 9/11. Do you 
know what the circumstances were, why you closed that, that port? 

Admiral SALERNO. Yes, sir, I do. I happen to have been the Cap-
tain of the Port in Boston. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. You are the right person. What’s your an-
swer then? 

Admiral SALERNO. I signed the Captain of the Port order. 
The reason it was held out was, it was immediately after 9/11, 

we realized we needed better risk information, so that we could 
adequately put together a security plan for the port. Up to that 
point, we had a very robust safety plan, we needed to address secu-
rity, and we needed to address the consequences of an attack. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. My time is starting to run out, let me, and 
I thank you for that answer, that was a good answer, and I just 
hope we have those scenarios there now. 
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Captain Kelley, the Water Suitability Assessment is very impor-
tant to this whole process, and it is the one product that is needed 
in the security assessment, I believe, for FERC. 

Can you explain to me who on your team does the assessment? 
Do these people have expertise? Do you have the resources or 
enough people with all of the LNG applications coming on board, 
how can we be sure that the Coast Guard, who is overworked now, 
can be in a position to handle these assessments so that the secu-
rity information does go to FERC, ultimately? 

Captain KELLEY. The Waterway Suitability Assessment is re-
viewed by our personnel at the Sector of Baltimore, but we don’t 
do it alone. Through the area Maritime Security Committee we’ve 
got a great collaborative effort where we have representatives from 
the private sector, as well as the state, county and local levels of 
government are partners in the port. They all have a stake in the 
facility. They all have a stake in reviewing the security and the 
overall assessment. 

So, prior to issuing my Waterway Suitability Report, which is an 
elaboration of the Waterway Security Assessment that is submitted 
by the applicant, we have a multi-level, multi-perspective review of 
the WSA. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Thank you, my time is up. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Gilchrest. 
Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Hoffmann, if the site that we are talking about now at Spar-

rows Point did not meet the standards for a remote site, would that 
mean any other consideration would be moot and the site would 
not be permitted? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. Well, if that happened, that would be based on 
findings that we would first make in our draft environmental im-
pact statement. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Has that been made? That has not been made 
yet. 

Mr. HOFFMANN. No, that has not been made, and then, ulti-
mately, that will go through public comment, go into a final impact 
statement, and that——

Mr. GILCHREST. But, that’s a pretty big hurdle. If it doesn’t meet 
the remote site, that’s a pretty big hurdle to cross at that point. 

Mr. HOFFMANN. That’s correct. 
Mr. GILCHREST. What is the hurdle that the Governor brought up 

a little earlier about interfering with port traffic, if there is a sig-
nificant finding that the scheduling of LNG ships does interfere 
with port traffic, how much weight does that bear on this permit-
ting process? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. Well, that’s one more of the burdens that we 
face. It’s our responsibility to assess the environmental effects of 
the Coast Guard’s report to us, the Waterway Suitability Report 
will establish in somewhat of a public format, but also in a security 
sensitive format, what their specific requirements are for safety se-
curity zones. 

Mr. GILCHREST. I see. 
Mr. HOFFMANN. And those things go in, you know, we have to 

evaluate the environmental effect of that. 
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Mr. GILCHREST. Is there any—do you have some idea of the time 
frame before some of these decisions will be made, remote site, the 
safety zone around other ships, is that three months, six months, 
a year? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. I think that normally within 90 days after the 
follow-on, after a preliminary Waterway Suitability Assessment is 
put together, and meetings are held, then a follow-on Waterway 
Suitability Assessment, which is kind of a final, goes to the Coast 
Guard. That’s where they pull together their own expertise in the 
Committee, and I have a long list of Maryland and other agencies 
that were involved in those meetings. 

Mr. GILCHREST. I guess what I’m trying to ask, and maybe the 
Coast Guard, from today til when that is likely to be done, is there 
some sense? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. Normally, 90 days, but I think——
Mr. GILCHREST. From today? 
Mr. HOFFMANN. —right now there is—90 days from when an ap-

plication was filed. 
Mr. GILCHREST. Oh, I see. 
Mr. HOFFMANN. Which was January, that’s the standard timing 

for the Coast Guard report to us. 
But, the Coast Guard is going to take as much time as it needs 

to do a proper analysis. 
Mr. GILCHREST. So, the Coast Guard does an evaluation of the 

security around an LNG ship, and the Coast Guard is now doing 
that in conjunction with the traffic that comes and goes up the Bay 
into the Port of Baltimore. 

Captain KELLEY. If I may, sir, that is correct. The applicant has 
submitted their Waterway Security——

Mr. GILCHREST. So, from this date forward when will that—when 
will you have an understanding of that? 

Captain KELLEY. When I received the Waterway Suitability As-
sessment from AES, it did not have as much information in it as 
I required, so I sent a correspondence back to them asking, specifi-
cally, for more information. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Does that 90-day period start all over again? 
Captain KELLEY. As I understand it, that would be correct, be-

cause I have not accepted what they deem as their Waterway Suit-
ability Assessment. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Could any of these LNG ships go through the 
C&D Canal? 

Captain KELLEY. Could they? 
Mr. GILCHREST. Could they. 
Captain KELLEY. I——
Mr. GILCHREST. What’s the draft requirement for one of these 

LNG ships likely to be? 
Captain KELLEY. I believe that they would not be able to do that 

through the C&D. 
Mr. GILCHREST. Is it because of the draft, or is it because of its 

cargo? 
Captain KELLEY. Initially, I’d say because of draft, and then cer-

tainly we would have to weigh the other risks that are involved 
with transport through the C&D. 
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Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Hoffmann, under the remote possibility that 
this has been relatively a positive thing from your perspective, and 
the Coast Guard’s perspective, and everybody else, and then mov-
ing through, in other words, it meets the remote standard, it 
doesn’t interfere with port traffic, but you did say that there are 
a couple of provisions as far as the permitting process is concerned 
with environmental issues that the state has to issue a permit. 

Mr. HOFFMANN. Yes. 
Mr. GILCHREST. What if the state didn’t issue the permits? 
Mr. HOFFMANN. Well, of course, there’s a couple of things that 

go on there. Under our scheduling authority in the Energy Policy 
Act of 2005, the FERC was responsible for publishing rules on 
scheduling. And, our rules were just done last fall. Our Commis-
sion went through a rulemaking process, notice of proposed rule-
making, put together final rules, those rules went into effect on 12/
26 of 2006. What they require is that within 90 days after we com-
plete our final environmental impact statement all other Federal 
authorizations have to be issued. 

If any Federal authorizations aren’t issued, a company, a project 
proponent, would have the right to go and appeal that directly to 
the U.S. Court of Appeals. 

Mr. GILCHREST. There was an LNG or some type of natural gas 
accident, I’m not that familiar with, in January of ‘04 in Algeria. 
If you are familiar with that, can you say what that accident en-
tailed, and how many casualties there were? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. Yes, sir, in fact, I was a member of a DOE/FERC 
group that went over and investigated that accident right after it 
happened. 

There were—what we found out, basically, was that because of 
air intakes into their boiler, there was a spill at that facility, it was 
at Skikda, Algeria, and because of vapors going into the air intakes 
of the boiler there was an explosion in a boiler that created an even 
larger explosion. 

What we have done since then is come back into the U.S., and 
applied that knowledge, and we’ve gone through every facility we 
regulate now, and including these requirements during our cryo-
genic design review of Sparrows Point or others——

Mr. GILCHREST. So, you would say that that was a design flaw 
rather than negligence, incompetence, or terrorism? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. I would absolutely say it was a design flaw, yes. 
Mr. GILCHREST. I think that’s about it, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you very much. Thank you, gentlemen. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you very much. 
How do we guarantee, just before Ms. Mikulski, how do we guar-

antee that that doesn’t happen here, just following up on what Mr. 
Gilchrest was asking you. 

Mr. HOFFMANN. Sir, we go through these facilities with a fine 
tooth comb. It would take me a long time to walk through the en-
tire—but my testimony goes through to kind of give an idea of how 
we look at every valve, every thermal couple, every sensor in the 
plan, to make sure that if there is a leak or a spill it’s detected be-
fore it turns into anything worse. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Senator Mikulski. 
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Senator MIKULSKI. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and 
first of all, I think for our dedicated civil servants and Coast Guard 
testifying know that as we ask these questions, and they are tough, 
it’s because we are very much concerned about safety and security, 
as are you. And so, just know, we have nothing but respect for the 
Coast Guard and also, Mr. Hoffmann, for FERC. 

Our job is prevention, prevention, prevention, the prevention of 
an attack, which is the Intel responsibility, but the consequences 
of an attack, and also the safety issues. 

So, with that in mind, what I’m concerned about are the na-
tional, as well as the local, consequences of deficiencies in funding 
which enables the Coast Guard to be the Coast Guard semper 
paratus, always prepared, and deficiencies in the regulatory proc-
ess. So, we want to use Cove Point, Sparrows Point, as a case ex-
ample to look, not only stand sentry over the safety of our own 
community, but also to look at what are the deficiencies in funding 
and also in the regulatory process. So, I just wanted to lay that 
ground work as we seem so hard hitting, it’s so that at the end of 
the day you can make a sound decision on your permitting process, 
but we can also fulfill our responsibility on safety. 

Let me go to Cove Point, Sparrows Point. My concern is that in 
terms of Cove Point, after the permitting process was done, and re-
member, you, FERC, issued the permit for Cove Point 30 days after 
9/11, with no national security regulatory mandates. 

We then pushed the Maryland delegation, I, along with Senator 
Sarbanes on the Nuclear Regulatory, on the FBI, on the Coast 
Guard. The Coast Guard then presented a very comprehensive plan 
for Cove Point, while it was also scrambling to create, see, what 
was their job going to be now in the global war against terrorism, 
which was astounding, astounding, to what we were asking the 
Coast Guard to do. 

This has all worked, a partnership with the Coast Guard, the 
state and locals, as you’d say, but also with the private sector, all 
of which have been very good. 

Then we understand that on July of ‘06, the Coast Guard notified 
Dominion, the private sector company, that it could no longer pro-
vide waterside security. 

Is that right, Captain Kelley? 
Captain KELLEY. Senator, the letter, basically, instructed Domin-

ion that I believed that they should share responsibility for pro-
viding resources for the security, while the vessel is moored at its 
facility. 

Senator MIKULSKI. Well, according to a letter from Dominion, 
they say, ‘‘On July 5th the Coast Guard Captain of the Port ...,’’ 
I believe that was your predecessor? 

Captain KELLEY. On July 5th, that was me, ma’am. 
Senator MIKULSKI. ‘‘... he letter requires that we take on respon-

sibility for waterside security.’’ Now, let’s just stop there. I know 
Dominion has put in the million dollars, as the Ranking Member 
has said, a significant amount of money, but were also then, ac-
cording to you, Captain Kelley, training the local sheriff, with all 
due respect, to be the Coast Guard by proxy. 

This is an astounding turn of events. Okay? 
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So, we are asking now the local law enforcement entity to as-
sume responsibility that the Coast Guard did. Now, let me get 
clear on what the Coast Guard has been doing, and then what is 
it delegating, and then ask Sparrows Point. 

Can you just, I’m going to go rat-a-tat-tat, but again, it’s so we 
can get to the bottom. Let’s go to transit up the Bay, which I un-
derstand Mr. LaTourette has answered, as a vessel transits up to 
the bay to go to Cove Point you continue to do security sweeps, is 
that what the Coast Guard continues to do? 

Captain KELLEY. Yes, ma’am, we could have the security teams 
remain on board throughout the transit. 

Senator MIKULSKI. Do you or do you not do security sweeps for 
LNG coming to Cove Point? 

Captain KELLEY. We do as based on our risk assessment for each 
vessel entering the port. 

Senator MIKULSKI. Do you provide, as often required, armed es-
corts to bring an LNG facility to Cove Point? 

Captain KELLEY. Yes, ma’am, however, the vessels are not ac-
companied all the time throughout their transit. 

Senator MIKULSKI. And, what determines that? 
Captain KELLEY. Again, an assessment of risk. 
Senator MIKULSKI. And, I’ll come back to assessment of risk, be-

cause it’s important. 
Then, the Coast Guard enforces the international requirement of 

compliance, so you are doing that. 
Now, that’s what you are doing. Then, how would this then im-

pact Sparrows Point, security sweeps, armed guard escorts coming 
up the Bay, under the Bay Bridge, into the Port of Baltimore? 
Would you do that based on risk assessment? 

Captain KELLEY. Yes, ma’am. 
Senator MIKULSKI. Tell me then, how is risk assessment deter-

mined? Is the Coast Guard, both the National Coast Guard, and 
you as the Captain of the Port, which is a big responsibility, are 
you in touch with the—what security agencies are you in touch 
with, and how do you evaluate that risk as to determine the level 
of security sweep and the level of armed guard escort service? 

Captain KELLEY. The first start is the Area Maritime Security 
Committee, which is, that is our collaborative organization 
where——

Senator MIKULSKI. Sir, I’m interested, are you in contact with 
the Department of National Intelligence? Are you in contact with 
the Office of Intelligence at Homeland Security? Are you in contact 
with the FBI and its National Security Division, which is now 
America’s MI5? Are these what you are contact with, and is it 
monthly, daily, hourly, what is the nature of that contact? 

Captain KELLEY. We have threat assessments passed to us vir-
tually every day. Through my Sector Intelligence Officer and our 
Field Intelligence Support time, we are linked in, for example, with 
the Maryland Coordination and Analysis Center here in Baltimore. 

Senator MIKULSKI. But, we are talking about national threats. 
Captain KELLEY. Yes, ma’am, and also——
Senator MIKULSKI. We are not talking about drunk boaters. Tell 

me about the national threats. What national intelligence agencies 
are you in touch with? 
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Captain KELLEY. Through the Coast Guard’s Intel information 
from them as it pertains to my area of responsibility. 

Senator MIKULSKI. And, that’s what you currently do for Cove 
Point? 

Captain KELLEY. Yes, ma’am. 
Senator MIKULSKI. And, that’s what you would then do with 

Sparrows Point, and depending on this assessment, which is cali-
brated day by day, and in some instances hour by hour, you deter-
mine that? 

Captain KELLEY. That’s correct, and also we have a system of 
maritime security levels that I can establish to control any type of 
response or prevention should a threat manifest itself where I 
think that we need to elevate our security level. 

Senator MIKULSKI. And, elevate, yes, and we don’t need to go 
into those, those, I know, are quite sensitive and we appreciate it. 

Mr. Chairman, I note the red light is on, could I then go to the 
waterside question, because I think we now get, though, the seri-
ousness of transit in the Bay, security sweeps, armed guards if nec-
essary, et cetera. 

Now, let’s go to waterside security. In the area of Cove Point, 
first of all, tell me what is waterside security, and what did you 
provide at Cove Point, and what will you now not provide, and who 
will provide it? So, what is waterside security? 

Captain KELLEY. To start, the waterside security components 
consist of a Coast Guard response boat, and that would be in the 
vicinity of the vessel while it is tied up to the facility. 

Senator MIKULSKI. And, it’s mission? 
Captain KELLEY. And, it’s mission is to intercept and, first of all, 

to deter, to detect, to intercept, identify, and stop, interdict, if you 
would. 

Senator MIKULSKI. Essentially, a water attack. 
Captain KELLEY. A water-borne attack, yes, ma’am. 
Senator MIKULSKI. In other words, a water-borne attack, so you 

have a Coast Guard vessel currently that would be standing sentry, 
so in the event that a Zodiac or something, a charter boat with a 
Stinger missile poised at this site, you would have the authority to 
interdict and take down. 

Captain KELLEY. We would respond to any waterside, water-
borne threat. 

Senator MIKULSKI. Right. Well, let’s be clear, we could have a 
boat in the Bay with a Stinger missile. We could have those who 
have other mechanisms for attacks. I mean, this is big deal, it’s the 
port, it’s a nuclear facility, three miles down. 

So now, we are going to ask the sheriff’s department to take that 
on, is that correct? 

Captain KELLEY. Only if they are properly trained and equipped, 
and that they have what I deem are the tools necessary to do the 
job. 

Senator MIKULSKI. Okay, but——
Captain KELLEY. That’s everything from——
Senator MIKULSKI. —we are now asking them to deter a preda-

tory water attack, an attach coming from another vessel in the 
water. 
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Captain KELLEY. The same as we would of our Coast Guard re-
sources. 

Senator MIKULSKI. Okay, I understand. 
Now, tell me then, what are other waterside security measures? 
Captain KELLEY. From the vessel itself? 
Senator MIKULSKI. You have a list of waterside activity, I’m ask-

ing you what have you provided at Cove Point and what now——
Captain KELLEY. In addition to the vessel itself that is on patrol 

while the vessel is at the facility, we also have personnel that are 
there to monitor the transfer operations and also to be on board the 
vessel. 

Senator MIKULSKI. So, you have people on the vessel, and what 
is their mission? 

Captain KELLEY. Mostly, their mission is to make sure that the 
transfer is going on safely and securely, and part of that is focused 
inward toward the facility, as well as some of their focus is out-
ward toward the waterside. 

Senator MIKULSKI. And, that would be then now done by whom? 
Captain KELLEY. Well, it’s done right now by the Coast Guard 

Patrol. 
Senator MIKULSKI. I know, but with the delegation of waterside 

authority, who then would assume that responsibility? 
Captain KELLEY. I maintain the responsibility. 
Senator MIKULSKI. So you will keep that responsibility. 
Captain KELLEY. Yes, ma’am, absolutely so. It is my role as the 

Captain of the Port to ensure the security of that vessel and that 
facility. 

Senator MIKULSKI. Well, that’s quite hard to do. 
Now, tell me then, what do you do at the dock? 
Captain KELLEY. Our——
Senator MIKULSKI. Or the transfer point. 
Captain KELLEY. —our personnel at the transfer point, I have 

the inspectors that are there to observe the transfer, to make sure 
that all the procedures and all the protocols are being——

Senator MIKULSKI. Which also goes to the safety issue, because 
the transfer of LNG could be a vulnerable point in terms of an acci-
dent. 

Captain KELLEY. Yes, ma’am. 
Senator MIKULSKI. Isn’t that the most vulnerable point of an ac-

cident, Mr. Hoffmann, the transfer? 
Mr. HOFFMANN. It’s certainly one of them when it comes to 

transferring the LNG into the on-shore tanks, yes. 
Senator MIKULSKI. So, do you keep that or do you delegate that? 
Captain KELLEY. I will keep that. 
Senator MIKULSKI. So, you will keep that. 
Captain KELLEY. Really, ma’am, in the case of Cove Point, it’s a 

matter of the Calvert County Sheriffs trained and certified by our 
personnel providing the boat. 

Senator MIKULSKI. The boat. 
Captain KELLEY. And, the personnel. 
Senator MIKULSKI. Okay. 
Captain KELLEY. So, they are in the water along side. 
Senator MIKULSKI. Okay, then this is my last question. In terms 

of Sparrows Point, what then will you provide for Sparrows Point? 
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We now understand what you’ll provide in terms of the Bay, but 
now you are coming under a Bay Bridge, you are coming into a 
more populated area, you are coming into the port, we are part of 
the Capitol Region, we are part of a high-risk level for homeland 
security as well. 

Now, who is going to provide the boats for the Sparrows Point, 
or has that not yet been determined? 

Captain KELLEY. That has not yet been determined. It will be ad-
dressed in the Waterway Suitability Assessment, as well as the 
Waterway Suitability Report. 

Senator MIKULSKI. Okay, and then, who would you ask then to 
provide in the Baltimore maritime waters, because, remember, you 
have Baltimore City, Baltimore County, though it’s literally in Bal-
timore County Port, as you know as the Captain, a very able, I 
might add, Captain, the port encompasses Baltimore City, Balti-
more County and Anne Arundel, with implications up to Harford. 
Who would be the maritime cops on those boat? 

Captain KELLEY. There are two components that I’m looking at 
when I review the Waterway Suitability Assessment. I’m looking at 
the resources that are available in the port right now, and that 
may be anything from the Coast Guard through the various mari-
time organizations that have law enforcement authority in the 
port. That’s their capability to do it, to enforce any type of secu-
rity——

Senator MIKULSKI. But, who would do this? Were you going to 
ask the Baltimore County Police to do this? 

Captain KELLEY. I will not ask them to do—them, in particular, 
to do it, it would be incumbent upon the facility and the vessel—
the security—I’m sorry, the facility operator to do that. 

It is my—I maintain——
Senator MIKULSKI. So, you would ask AES to kind of look around 

to see who they’d contract with? 
Captain KELLEY. And, they are doing that as part of their Water-

way Suitability Assessment. 
Senator MIKULSKI. I’m not being sarcastic, nor in any way mak-

ing a deleterious reference to AES, but it could be any company. 
So, the Coast Guard now says to the OES, hey, see what you can 
find out there? 

Captain KELLEY. Actually, what we would be doing is looking at 
each one of the potential enforcers of the security zone, and to 
make sure that they have the authorities, that they have the capa-
bilities, the competencies. 

Senator MIKULSKI. So, it would have to be someone that already 
would come from local government. Number one, they couldn’t do 
it through a private security firm. 

Captain KELLEY. That is correct. Well, I would not—I personally, 
as the Captain of the Port, wouldn’t go that way. My emphasis 
would be on making sure that there are authorities there, com-
petencies, capabilities, and then certainly that I certify them. 

Senator MIKULSKI. An ongoing certification. 
Captain KELLEY. And, they are operating under my tactical con-

trol. 
Senator MIKULSKI. Well, I know the Chairman has been more 

than generous with his time, my last question is this, was this de-
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cision to delegate this authority at Cove Point a policy decision or 
was it based on a budget decision? 

Captain KELLEY. It was a policy decision. 
Senator MIKULSKI. And, who made that policy decision? 
Captain KELLEY. In the case of the Cove Point, it was my deci-

sion here locally, but it is part of our overall scheme. 
Admiral SALERNO. It is reflective of national policy, Senator, that 

the Coast Guard Captains of the Port would engage with other port 
partners in the enforcement of Coast Guard established security 
zones. It’s burden sharing, it’s a shared Federal, state, local, and 
private sector responsibility. 

Senator MIKULSKI. Well, I think it’s burden shifting, and I think 
it’s burden shifting, and I think it was motivated by the leadership 
of the Coast Guard, because of th shortfalls in their budget, and 
because of the unfunded mandates that we have given you, the 
United States Coast Guard, to stand sentry over our ports, our bor-
ders and so on. 

I think you do a fantastic job. I really do, and we want to be with 
you, and I think we have to assess the budgetary situations, be-
cause I think now budget is driving policy, rather than policy driv-
ing budget. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my questions. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Let me, just before we let you all go, let me just 

say this, that our concerns, I mean, I think the line of questioning 
of Ms. Mikulski is very clear, it goes to my major concern. I assume 
that when this Cove Point situation first came up the Coast Guard 
had agreed to do certain things, is that right, with regard to secu-
rity? 

Captain KELLEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. And, there came a point in time when that 

changed, is that correct? In other words, you changed some of the 
things that you were taking responsibility for. Let me put it like 
this. You brought in the Sheriff’s office, and so other folk were 
doing some of the things that you would normally be—that you had 
agreed to do from the very beginning, is that accurate? 

Captain KELLEY. Actually, sir, I believe it was more the facility 
themselves that reached out to Calvert County, to see if they would 
be interested in assisting them, obviously, for reimbursement for 
their costs, and that’s where Calvert County said, yes, they would 
be interested in doing that. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. So, in other words, the Coast Guard was not 
doing all the things that the Sheriff’s office is doing now, is that 
correct? 

Captain KELLEY. The Coast Guard is doing everything that we 
are expected—the level of security that we are providing right now 
would be supplemented——

Mr. CUMMINGS. I think——
Captain KELLEY. —by the Calvert County Sheriff’s office. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. —but this goes to my concern. We saw in deep-

water that, and we’re seeing it every day, that the Coast guard 
wants to do a lot of wonderful, great things, and the Coast Guard 
has been asked to do a whole lot of things, and the Coast Guard 
has said, we can do these things, but because of that stretching 
that I talked about a little bit earlier these things are not nec-
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essarily being done the way I think even the Coast Guard would 
want them done, as was evidenced by testimony in our deepwater 
hearing just last week. 

And, I just think that we’ve got to at some point, we have a situ-
ation where we are post 9/11 now, and if people are looking, I think 
Senator Mikulski used the term, which I wish I had invented, she 
calls it targets of opportunity, but she’s right. We’ve got targets of 
opportunity, and if we look at what happened on 9/11, no one 
would have ever thought that someone would be flying a plane into 
a building. And, here we have this situation, which I think is prob-
ably, not probably, it is, has potential for a worse situation. I say 
this also to you, Mr. Hoffmann, and I just, you know, I want to 
make sure that we are not still stuck in the pre-9/11 mind set, be-
cause this is post 9/11, and I think we just have to have an over 
abundance, a tremendous abundance of caution, and we have to as-
sume for the worse. 

Sadly, when we assume for the worse, it may be a little bit more 
costly, but we now have to synchronize, try to find a way to syn-
chronize, Senator Mikulski, the duties of the Coast Guard and 
what you’ve been asked to do with the money and the resources 
that you need to do them, we’ve got to synchronize the two, because 
to be frank with you, to me, not right now, they are not syn-
chronized. 

And so, thank you all very much. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. I’m sorry. 
Mr. LaTourette. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, just a couple observations on this 

last series of points, because I think it’s important. 
Captain Kelley, I don’t want anybody to leave this room thinking 

you’ve gone out on a lark, and it’s my understanding that under 
the Maritime Transportation Security Act of 2002, which the Coast 
Guard has jurisdiction to administer, that each shore-side facility 
is required to develop and implement a detailed facility security 
plan that designates the facility security officer, and outlines ac-
tions to be taken to respond to a potential security incident. Is that 
your understanding as well? 

Captain KELLEY. Yes, sir, that is correct. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. It’s also my understanding that the Congress 

amended the Maritime Transportation Security Act of 2002 and 
2004, and those amendments encouraged joint partnerships, simi-
lar to the one that you now have with the Calvert County Sheriff’s 
Department, is that your understanding as well? 

Captain KELLEY. That is my understanding. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. And lastly, just so we are clear, are you—how 

long have you been in the Coast Guard, sir? 
Captain KELLEY. I’ve been in the Coast Guard since 1978. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Are you ever going to sign off on a security 

plan, at Cove Point or anywhere else in the jurisdiction that’s 
under your charge, if you are not convinced that it’s safe? 

Captain KELLEY. I am going to be personally convinced that it is 
safe before I sign off on it. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you very much. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Will the Gentleman yield? 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Yes, I’m happy to. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. One question is, but do you have ultimate 

authority on whether or not this is approved? 
Captain KELLEY. I don’t have ultimate authority. However, sir, 

I do, in my Waterway Suitability Report, can deem whether the 
waterway is suitable or not. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. But again, my question, FERC has the ulti-
mate authority, is that your understanding of the process? 

Captain KELLEY. That is my understanding, it would go to 
FERC. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Thank you. 
Captain KELLEY. My Waterway Suitability Report is submitted 

to FERC for consideration in their environmental impact state-
ment. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Thank you. 
I yield back. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. And, just taking back my time, to Mr. Hoff-

mann, can FERC approve a proposal that doesn’t have the water 
suitability, a positive recommendation from the Coast Guard? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. Without a positive recommendation? 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. HOFFMANN. I think if the Waterway Suitability Report from 

the Coast Guard comes in with a negative finding, that would be 
a sign of some serious trouble for any proposal that had that out-
come. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Well then, I know we are in a law school, and 
I don’t want to parse words, but serious problems, does that mean 
it’s dead on arrival, or that means it’s got a bigger hurdle to work 
on? 

Mr. HOFFMANN. Well, I’ve been told I’m allowed to be a historian. 
I can’t be a fortune teller. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Right. 
Mr. HOFFMANN. So, I can’t tell what our Commission would do, 

but, you know, clearly to me any facility that doesn’t pass muster 
with the Coast Guard, for being determined safe and secure for a 
waterway, the project probably will not go forward. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you very much. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Well, let me, I’ve got to say this. Let me be real 

clear. We’ve got 12, we’ve got 12, 12 new facilities under construc-
tion, and I know that each Captain has their jurisdiction, and I un-
derstand what Mr. LaTourette just said, but at some point, my 
point is very simple, if you don’t match up, you can do all the plan-
ning you want, but if you don’t match up the resources with the 
demand something is going to break. And, we can act like that’s 
not a fact, but it is. 

And, my point is, I understand, and again, I want to be clear, 
nobody is trying to beat up on the Coast Guard, I think the Coast 
Guard is a great organization, we are your biggest fans, but we 
want to make sure that when you get out there you’ve got what 
you need, period, because the only people that we’re fooling is our-
selves, I mean, and this goes to national security. This is serious 
business. 
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And so, what we are trying to do is make sure we match those 
up, and we understand that things are being adjusted in the var-
ious areas or whatever, but again, I said we’ve got 12, and we’ve 
got another 20 some where people are making requests. So, we 
can’t just look at this just as a local thing, this is a big—this is the 
United States, this is big picture. 

And so, we are stretching, stretching, stretching, stretching, but 
if the resources aren’t coming in, like as they should, we’ve got a 
problem. 

And, I just hope that you all, when you go back, you’ll give all 
that consideration. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. And, following up on the Chairman’s com-
ments, you heard the testimony here today from the Governor, Sen-
ator Mikulski, Jimmy Smith, County Executive, you heard them all 
say that they don’t have the resources, they have other jurisdic-
tions within their counties and their state that they have to take 
care of also from a public safety point of view. 

Are you going to consider their testimony and their position now, 
that they don’t have the money to come in and to provide what’s 
needed? I mean, I read off what happens in Boston every time a 
ship comes up, you have helicopters, you have police, you have to 
shut down bridges, are you going to consider all that when you 
make the recommendation of safety to FERC? 

Captain KELLEY. Yes, sir, that is absolutely one of the main con-
siderations in my review of the Waterway Suitability Assessment, 
and it will be reflected in my report. 

If the capabilities and the capacity to provide security for the 
vessel, for the facility, throughout its transit and while it’s at the 
docks, so to speak, I won’t deem the waterway suitable. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. But, Mr. Hoffmann gave you a lot of au-
thority in this hearing, so I hope you do it well. 

Thank you. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. When is that report coming out, Captain Kelley? 
Captain KELLEY. I replied to AES, based on their initial submis-

sion for their Waterway Suitability Assessment, I did not provide 
them with a deadline to provide me with the additional information 
that I asked for. 

So, pending their response to me, is going to be, I guess we start 
the clock again, the 90 day. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. I’m sorry, the last words you said I missed. 
Captain KELLEY. We have a 90-day window within which we 

have to provide the report, based on the Waterway Suitability As-
sessment. I have sent back correspondence to AES asking for more 
information. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Very well. 
All right, thank you very much, and thank you for your service, 

we really appreciate all of you. 
Thank you. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. We’ll call our last panel now. Aaron Samson, Mr. 

William Doyle, Dunbar Brooks and Sharon Beazley. 
Thank you all being with us today. We’ll first hear from Mr. 

Aaron Samson, Managing Director of AES. 
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STATEMENT OF AARON SAMSON, MANAGING DIRECTOR, AES; 
WILLIAM P. DOYLE, DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL, MARINE 
ENGINEERS’ BENEFICIAL ASSOCIATION; DUNBAR BROOKS, 
CHAIRMAN, TURNER STATION DEVELOPMENT CORPORA-
TION; SHARON BEAZLEY 
Mr. SAMSON. Thank you, Chairman Cummings and Ranking 

Member LaTourette, and Members of the Committee. My name is 
Aaron Samson. I’m the Managing Director of LNG Projects for the 
AES Corporation. 

AES is one of the world’s largest power companies operating in 
26 countries, with our home offices in Arlington, Virginia. We are 
a good corporate citizen of Maryland today, and operate the only 
clean coal plant in the State of Maryland in Cumberland County. 

AES has proposed to build the LNG import terminal at Sparrows 
Point, in an effort to introduce a new supply of natural gas into the 
Mid-Atlantic Region. 

A summary of my written testimony today will address the need 
for, and alternatives to, the site selection criteria, the safety and 
security, and impacts on port operations. 

To address need, natural gas has become the fuel of choice in 
both the United States and the Mid-Atlantic Region, due to its 
clean burning nature and the efficiency of its use. In order to com-
bat the threat of global warming, increased natural gas use must 
be part of the solution. A modern natural gas plant emits half of 
the greenhouse gas emissions of a modern coal facility. 

This increasing demand, however, is outpacing supply of tradi-
tional resources. This demand has been confirmed in the ‘‘Energy 
Transition Report 2007: Maryland’s Energy Future’’ that was pre-
pared for Governor O’Malley in February of 2007. The transition 
report stated natural gas needs for Maryland have grown. Of the 
fossil fuels, natural gas is the cleanest burning for energy genera-
tion. Maryland imports over 99 percent of its gas through inter-
state pipelines, primarily, sourced from the Gulf of Mexico. Supply 
and cost disruptions are possible, as seen in 2005 and 2006, as a 
result of Hurricane Katrina. 

The report went on to say, currently, pipeline capacity is also 
constrained, interstate pipelines that serve Maryland have been 
fully subscribed for several years. 

With regard to LNG, the report said it is unlikely, with the ex-
ception of LNG, large increases in gas supply in Maryland will 
occur. 

Additionally, natural gas prices set the price of electricity in the 
State of Maryland over 50 percent of the time. So, not only import-
ing gas will reduce the price of gas, it will also reduce the price of 
electricity in the State of Maryland. 

Any alternative to the proposed LNG terminal at Sparrows Point 
would require the construction of thousands of miles of pipeline to 
provide the equivalent amount of new gas supplies to the Mid-At-
lantic Region. This would have a significantly greater environ-
mental impact, would be less reliable than importing the LNG di-
rectly to the demand center, and would cost more. 

The AES site selection process included review of land use com-
patibility, technical and economic feasibility, safety and security, 
land owner environmental impacts, and, primarily, remote siting. 
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AES considered only locations for the terminal and associated 
LNG transit route that are at all times greater than one mile from 
residential communities and population centers. These guidelines 
are not a requirement of the FERC process, but they are supported 
by the Sandia National Laboratory report and the recently released 
General Accounting Office report that the outer limit of risk to the 
public is, generally, considered to be one mile. 

The additional point I would like to make, there was a lot of talk 
this morning about Cove Point, and in June of 2006 the Maryland 
Power Plant Research Program issued an independent risk assess-
ment on the Cove Point expansion. The Cove Point facility is going 
through a significant expansion currently. That risk assessment 
done of the State of Maryland concluded that the facility would fall 
within a range considered acceptable. It’s important to note that 
the AES terminal is either further from residential areas, and the 
shore-side unloading platform associated with the AES project is 
also further from residential areas than the off-shore unloading 
platform at the Cove Point facility. I’ve included with my written 
testimony aerial photographs of both these facilities. 

One of the other areas that’s been raised concern is that this 
would create a high-value terrorist target. In addressing this, AES 
hired Richard Clarke, former White House Security Advisor to 
three presidents on national security and counter-terrorism. Mr. 
Clarke performed a review of the proposed AES Sparrows Point fa-
cility, utilizing the same methodology he was hired for by the At-
torney General of Rhode Island to review the proposed facility in 
Providence that was ultimately denied by FERC. Mr. Clarke’s as-
sessment was that he characterized the location as being a low-risk 
level, and concluded that any risk associated with this project can 
be effectively managed. A summary of Mr. Clarke’s findings is also 
included with my written testimony. 

As it relates to impact on the port operations, an important fac-
tor considered by AES in siting here was to avoid or minimize dis-
ruption to commercial recreational marine traffic while LNG ves-
sels are in transit or at the berth. In a proactive effort to minimize 
this disruption, AES sought the advice and input from the Balti-
more Maritime Community, Chesapeake Bay Pilots, the Baltimore 
Tug Operators, and the Maritime Institute of Technology and 
Graduate Studies, MITAGS, located here in Maryland. in fact, nu-
merous real-time ship berthing maneuvers were performed at the 
MITAGS simulator with the assistance of the Bay Pilots and the 
existing Tug Operators. 

These berthing simulations were carried out with the support of 
the three new tractor tugs AES has proposed to add to the Balti-
more Tug Fleet to support these LNG operations. 

Current vessel traffic transiting the Chesapeake Bay to the Port 
of Baltimore has significantly decreased in the amount of vessel 
traffic over the past few decades, from a little over 4,000 arrivals 
in 1975 to must over 2,100 ship arrivals in 2005. The AES project 
would introduce approximately 100 to 150 vessels per year into the 
Chesapeake. This modest increase in vessel traffic, compared to 
historical numbers, and the addition of new modern tractor tugs, 
will help maintain the economic health of the Baltimore maritime 
industry. 
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The security zones that have been discussed significantly today, 
I want to address a number of issues related to the security zones. 
The same Federal regulations that operate to require security 
zones for LNG vessels, because they carry what’s called certain 
dangerous cargo, or CDC, also apply to a number of other vessels 
that transit the Chesapeake today, including petroleum vessels, 
propane ships, and ethanol vessels. The security zones would also 
apply to cruise ships. 

The introduction of additional LNG traffic in the Chesapeake will 
have limited or no impact on existing large vessel traffic in the Bay 
or for vessels calling at the Inner Harbor. Existing ship manage-
ment protocols utilized by the Maryland Pilots Association would 
ensure that orderly inbound and outbound traffic is not delayed or 
otherwise negatively affected. 

Once at the terminate site, LNG ships would have no impact on 
large vessel traffic, as that traffic would be well outside the estab-
lished security zones, as they enter the Inner Harbor in the exist-
ing shipping lanes. 

LNG shipping in the Chesapeake may cause minor inconven-
iences to smaller vessel traffic, due to the enforcement of these se-
curity zones around the LNG ships. The time interval during which 
the security zone applies at a given point is a function of the ship’s 
size and the ship’s speed. Vessel speeds north of the Bay Bridge av-
erage ten to 12 knots, and, therefore, the impact time for rec-
reational boaters for the security zone enforcement is less than four 
minutes, and limited to two to three times a week. 

It’s also important to note that such restrictions would only apply 
to an inbound LNG vessel, and do not apply to an outbound LNG 
vessel in the Chesapeake. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Samson, I’m going to have to ask you to 
wrap up. 

Mr. SAMSON. The impact to recreational boaters at the site has 
been talked about also significantly. It’s important to understand 
that when the slower maneuvering operations to berth the ship are 
underway, that that is about a 45-minute evolution, and that boat-
ers can transit to the west side of Ft. Carroll, and that at no time 
will access to Bear Creek be completely cut off during this maneu-
vering process. 

Thank you. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Doyle. 
Mr. DOYLE. Thank you, Chairman Cummings, Ranking Member 

LaTourette, and the rest of the Committee for allowing me to speak 
today. Safe and secure transportation of Liquified Natural Gas to 
the United States is of critical importance, and we all appreciate 
your holding this hearing today. 

My name is William Doyle, and I am Deputy General Counsel of 
the Marine Engineers’ Beneficial Association, and a United States 
Coast Guard Licensed Officer in the Merchant Marine. 

For 137 years MEBA has represented Coast Guard Licensed deck 
and engineering officers serving in the commercial and Govern-
ment fleets. Despite our presence in nearly every aspect of the mar-
itime industry, there are practically no Americans employed on 
LNG ships today. 
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The worldwide demand for LNG is increasing at such a tremen-
dous rate it is very difficult for the maritime industry to keep up. 
With this increase in demand for LNG comes an increase in de-
mand for qualified mariners to crew the LNG vessels. 

Currently, there is a worldwide shortage of qualified personnel. 
Keep in mind that this shortage of personnel is based on studies 
conducted in the international foreign flag fleet, and not based on 
what the United States has to offer by way of personnel. 

Anyway, it has gotten so bad in the foreign flag fleet that some 
ship operators have resorted to poaching officers from each other, 
paying as much as $22,000 per month to entice ship-board per-
sonnel to switch companies. 

As the size of the world LNG fleet expands, and the qualified 
mariner pool shrinks, there is a major concern that education and 
training standards will suffer. If that happens, the likelihood of an 
accident or incident substantially increases. 

We also know that security is a major concern, particularly, in 
the siting of land-based terminals. MEBA believes that the greatest 
threat to an LNG tanker would come from a knowledgeable crew 
member deliberately sabotaging a vessel. Therefore, we must en-
sure proper vetting of LNG crews. 

There is no uniform, completely trustworthy system for vetting 
foreign mariners, as this is next to impossible under the current 
system. Background checks of the level of thoroughness cannot be 
conducted on Americans by the United States Coast Guard and the 
Transportation Security Administration are only performed on 
Americans, and not on foreign crews. 

While the Coast Guard does require crew lists from vessels en-
tering U.S. ports, they have no real way to be sure that those for-
eign crews on board those vessels are who they say they are. U.S. 
Merchant mariners, on the other hand, receive their credentials to 
work from the United States Coast Guard. Foreign seafarers do 
not. U.S. mariners undergo extensive background checks through 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. Foreign seafarers do not. U.S. 
mariners are vetted through the National Driver Record Database. 
Foreign seamen do not. 

Soon, U.S. mariners will be subject to terrorism background 
checks through the Transportation Security Administration. For-
eign seafarers will not. U.S. merchant mariners are U.S. citizens, 
or persons lawfully admitted to the United States for permanent 
residency. The mariners crew on these LNG tankers are not. 

MEBA solutions to these problems is based on common sense 
and very simple to achieve, utilize U.S. crews on LNG vessels call-
ing on U.S. ports, both deepwater and land-based. Americans are 
available, well-trained, economical, and thoroughly vetted. Placing 
U.S. mariners on board these LNG tankers will go a long way to 
ensuring the safety and security and the American public deserves 
nothing less. 

The United States is a leading producer of mariners. Many of the 
state and Federal maritime academies and union training schools 
have added or updated their LNG curriculum. For instance, my 
training facility, the Calhoun MEBA Engineering School, just over 
the Bay Bridge in Easton, Maryland, recently installed a state-of-
the-art vessel and LNG bridge simulator. Right now, MEBA has a 
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pool of qualified and experienced senior level mariners who are 
ready, willing and able to sail LNG tank vessels. 

With the help of Congress, and the authority given to the Mari-
time Administration over deepwater ports, MARAD has been able 
to convince some LNG operators to expand their LNG crewing 
practices to include U.S. citizen crews. These companies, Suez 
LNG, Freeport-McMoRan, and Excelerate Energy, must be com-
mended. 

MEBA has recently a Memorandum of Understanding with the 
innovative LNG company Excelerate Energy, that will allow our 
members to sail on their international fleet of LNG tankers and 
worldwide. Excelerate is a company that recognizes the looming 
worldwide shortage of LNG officers, and is doing something to ad-
dress this shortage before any significant problems arise. 

The risk of an accident or security incident on a vessel servicing 
a deepwater, off-shore LNG terminal is a concern. However, this 
concern pales in comparison to what would happen if there was a 
such an incident, intentional or otherwise, to a land-based LNG 
terminal when more people, property and overall public safety are 
at risk. 

Under current law, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
and the Coast Guard have oversight over the land-based terminal 
permitting process, while the Coast Guard and the U.S. Maritime 
Administration have oversight over the process for deepwater 
ports. 

We feel that it is critical that FERC and the Coast Guard work 
with the operators of land-based terminals to actively encourage or 
require the use of Americans on these vessels in order to advance 
the interests of safety and security. 

We also urge Congress to review the permitting process for land-
based terminals, and give the Maritime Administration a similar 
role in the permitting process of land-based terminals as they have 
with deepwater terminals, to ensure that their mission of pro-
moting the U.S. Merchant Marine plays a part in this process. 

Thank you. I’ll take any questions. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Brooks. 
Mr. BROOKS. Thank you, Chairman Cummings and Ranking 

Member LaTourette. I want to thank you for allowing me to testify 
for residents of Turner Station, Maryland, regarding the safety and 
security of the LNG facility. 

We are 1.1 miles from this, we are at ground zero for this facil-
ity. Because of our close proximity to the facility, and the fact that 
3,000 people in our community have limited egress for evacuation 
in the event of an LNG catastrophe, it necessitates that we have 
a comprehensive plan and highly-detailed safety measures that 
should be developed by LNG facility operators, Federal, state and 
local First Responders, and the Coast Guard. 

Turner Station residents have never been presented by AES or 
any other entity a plan that addresses a comprehensive way for no-
tification or evacuation of our community in the event of a terrorist 
attack or an accident in an LNG facility. 

It was suggested by AES that a horn be sounded at the LNG fa-
cility that would somehow warn our residents more than a mile 
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away. First Responders for the State of Maryland and Baltimore 
County have stated they lack the resources and are incapable of 
dealing with an LNG tanker breach with a vapor cloud and result-
ing fire. 

The Turner Station residents are opposed to the siting of this fa-
cility so close to our neighborhood. We’ve been informed that these 
large LNG tankers that come into the Baltimore Harbor will add 
considerable responsibility to the U.S. Coast Guard mission, and 
will severely strain their already diminished resources. The impact 
of bringing these LNG tankers into the Brewington Channel and 
Bear Creek, and honoring the exclusion zones that must surround 
these ships, will suspend commercial and recreational boating in 
waters just off our shore for extended periods of time. 

The practical effect of permitting this facility means that you 
have 150 super tankers traversing the Chesapeake Bay and the 
mouth of the Baltimore Harbor. This means that on any given day 
there will be a super tanker either coming up the Chesapeake Bay, 
leaving the Chesapeake Bay, or docked, or docking in the 
Brewington Channel. This means that the Coast Guard and other 
Department of Homeland Security personnel must be present on a 
24/7 basis every day of the year in order to marginally protect the 
LNG vessels. 

Our community demands a highly-effective safety and evacuation 
plan. They should be developed, and since it hasn’t been developed, 
for that reason alone the project should be prohibited because it’s 
a terrorist target. 

Irrespective of AES official statements saying that we are safe, 
because there aren’t that many of you, and despite Richard 
Clarke’s and AES’ consultant statement in a February 1, 2007 Bal-
timore Sun article, in which he stated, ‘‘An operation at Sparrows 
Point would be safe. Terrorists want to kill people, they want to 
kill hundreds of people.’’ That flies in the face of the report that 
was just mentioned, that he did for Rhode Island, in which he 
made this statement in the beginning of the report, ‘‘As to the LNG 
ship, the creation of restrictive waterways around an LNG tanker 
and the use of armed Coast Guard patrol craft, provides little as-
surance that a determined terrorist group would be stopped before 
attacking the tanker, and with explosive-laden vessels,’’ and in this 
case it was Narraganset Bay, which is home to 1,000 small craft, 
thousands of small crafts. 

He went on to say, ‘‘We are unaware of any analysis performed 
by counter-terrorism experts in the U.S. Government, such as the 
U.S. Special Operations Command, that would demonstrate the 
ability of the Coast Guard and the Rhode Island Police to prevent 
attacks by determined and skilled terrorists, when in either the 
urban off-loading facility and/or the LNG tanker during the 29-mile 
inland waterway transit.’’

The thing that says to us is, this is a perfect description to us 
of our Chesapeake Bay and the dangers that we face, so we are left 
with, what statement are we supposed to believe by Mr. Clarke, 
the one that he says that we are safe or the one in which Rhode 
Island is addressed. 

The Turner Station community is surrounded by industry. The 
northwest portion of our community is less than 1,000 feet from the 
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Dundalk Marine Terminal. Te Carnegie Plats community, which is 
adjacent to ours, abuts the Dundalk Marine Terminal. Any threats 
to our communities also imperil port operations at the Dundalk 
Marine Terminal. Any cessation of boating traffic in the Chesa-
peake Bay and the Baltimore Harbor will have a negative effect on 
marine terminal operations. Any LNG related catastrophe or cata-
strophic event that impacts the residential communities of Turner 
Station, Carnegie Plats or Waters Edge also place in peril private 
and state workers located at the Dundalk Marine Terminal. 

Our communities have been admonished by the AES officials to 
trust the science, but the February, 2007 GAO report entitled, 
‘‘Public Safety Consequence of a Terrorist Attack on Tanker Car-
rying Liquified Natural Gas,’’ need clarification. It concludes that 
we cannot make wise LNG siting decisions with only the results of 
existing research, such as the Sandia National Laboratory studies. 
The GAO expert panel recommends that further research needs to 
be conducted, and we think that until that research is completed 
that all decisions on LNG siting facility should be halted and that 
Congress get a better understanding of the consequences. 

Our three communities, Turner Station, Carnegie Plats, and Wa-
ters Edge, in the event of a catastrophic event and evacuation, all 
converge at a single exit point to leave our peninsula. The prospect 
of 5,000 people within a two-mile range trying to all leave a single 
community at a single exit point is a recipe for disaster, and it de-
mands adequate planning. 

Our community, along with others, have raised the myriad of en-
vironmental problems that will emerge associated with the dredg-
ing of the Brewington Channel, and from the destruction and the 
disturbance of the Chesapeake Bay aquatic life and a lack of a plan 
to dispose of 4 million cubic yards of dredge oil. 

I want to thank the Subcommittee for allowing this testimony on 
behalf of Turner Station residents. We urge you to deliberate care-
fully and protect our port, which is our livelihood and our lives. 

Thank you. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. As we go to Ms. Beazley, I want to thank you, 

Mr. Brooks and Ms. Beazley, for your leadership, and I want to 
thank all the community members who have come out here today, 
and you are standing up, not just for yourselves, but for those who 
live around you. And, as someone said to me outside, for genera-
tions yet unborn. 

Mr. BROOKS. That’s right. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. And, we really do appreciate your leadership. We 

know it’s taken a phenomenal amount of your time, but we really 
do thank you. 

Ms. Beazley. 
Ms. BEAZLEY. First of all, last night when I was thinking about 

coming here, I thought to myself, you sit down to your computer 
and you are going to write something, you want to make sure that 
you get—do the best that you can possibly do, because you have 
tens of thousands of people depending on you. That’s the position 
that I found myself in over the last 18 months. 

And, finding myself in that position, I thought that I had to come 
here today and educate, because when I started this process with 
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community leaders 18 months ago I understood that it was an edu-
cation process. 

Well, I ripped up everything I was going to say. I filed it away, 
because today I’m proud, I’m proud of all of you that sit up there. 
I’m very touched. I don’t have to educate you. Everything that I 
was going to say, a lot of what I’m going to say, I’m going to add 
some things, but I am so proud to be from a community that has 
been as proactive as our community has been. 

I will tell you that we are the only community in the United 
States that got together, and when we learned we educated each 
other, we knew that we needed a voice, we needed a voice in 
FERC. 

So, how many communities could organize, get together, and put 
together a 4,000 plus comprehensive EIS? I sat in a room day after 
day, week after week, and I watched hundreds of volunteers who 
brought their special talent forward, and we sat there, these kind 
of documents would cost millions of dollars, we had zero dollars, 
but we had lots of passion, lots of heart, and lots of determination. 

We put this EIS together, and when FERC came to our commu-
nity we presented it, because you know what we didn’t want to 
have happen, we didn’t—you talk about terrorism, we do feel—
we’ve already experienced terrorism. We’ve been terrorized by Cor-
porate America. They’ve come in, they’ve said we know best, you 
don’t, you’ve lived here forever. I’m sure most of you know that our 
community, most of our mothers, our fathers, our aunts, our un-
cles, my age have to take care of them today, because Corporate 
America walked out on our community, they took their pensions, 
they took their healthcare. We worked day after day in a mill that 
probably jeopardized our lives. 

The peninsula where this is being proposed, you must under-
stand history to go into the future. What was a peninsula, was an 
island, in 1893 when the steel industry started, was a 500 acre is-
land. Today, it’s registered as a 2,600 acre peninsula, 100 years 
later. Well, guess—God didn’t make that land, guess what made 
that peninsula, that peninsula was created by contaminated toxins, 
the byproducts of the steel industry at a time when there was not 
regulations. 

So, we went from an island to a big peninsula. No one has dis-
cussed the geological situation we are faced with. You have a tank-
er come in, there are three proposed tanks, bulk storage tanks, 
each to hold 40 million gallons, each 40 million gallons has the en-
ergy content of 55 Hiroshima bombs. The bottom line is, okay, let’s 
put all of this right here on the peninsula, but what we must re-
member, ladies and gentlemen, every gallon of that LNG is ap-
proximately the weight of eight pounds per gallon. I think we can 
all add, take eight pounds a gallon, multiply it by 40 million three 
times, and then take the weight of the steel, the infrastructure, the 
concrete, the barrier, and tell me that you can safety put that kind 
of weight on a proven filled area that is not stable and is contami-
nated. That’s one point that no one has brought up. 

The second point is, that site is less than 12 miles from BWI. 
There are many people that can go over there, if you have a license 
you can rent a plane. You can rent a plane, and you can come with-
in couple matter of minutes, how is Homeland Security going to 
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protect that? Couldn’t protect it with the World Trade Center. You 
can get a private plane and you could fly into that facility. 

Just recently, in 2006, something I want to bring up is that the 
Sandia National Laboratories did come out with a most recent re-
port that was just published in January of 2006, which states, their 
summary, ‘‘A flammable Liquified Natural Gas vapor cloud could 
extend 7.3 miles.’’ This is documented. You have access to it. 

Another point I’d like to bring up is, how about the insurance? 
I have one focus and one focus only, the health, safety and quality 
of life of my people. Now, for 100 years we’ve endured contamina-
tion, we’ve endured dumping on Dundalk, and now an industrial 
situation is going—I’m not against LNG, but for God sakes, put it 
off shore, don’t put it near my people. 

Let’s talk, let’s talk about something. You know what, we are 
only a byproduct, we are just—we are passing through. This pro-
posal is passing through our community. BG&E met with me, and 
told me, the people at the top, they would not be buying from AES. 

Secondly, we are a very small state, we have the largest LNG fa-
cility already. Not one ounce of this product would be going to our 
community. It would be transported from Sparrows Point to Penn-
sylvania, to provide energy, LNG, for the northeast. Now, why is 
that our people have to sit here and be terrorized, be in fear and 
anxiety, to provide to others. It’s not that I don’t care about others. 
The bottom line is, there are no advantages. This is ill-conceived, 
and I want to add one more thing. 

AES, there are five Commissioners that decide our fate. Those 
five Commissioners have a lot of power. Someone asked the ques-
tion today to the Governor, is there something we could do to help 
and change. Absolutely, there is. Congress could do something. The 
Energy Act of 2005, and the present Administration, changed ev-
erything, they gave all the power to FERC. I’d like to see there be 
Governor veto power. There needs to be a camaraderie. We don’t 
need to have five people, and I have a concern. When I say we’ve 
been terrorized, I’ve been told by some people, you know, that two 
of the principals of the proposing company are ex-FERC Commis-
sioners, and I was told by somebody smugly one day that it’s you 
know, not what you know, and that these Commissioners, since 
they are principals in the company proposing this, they are ex-
Commissioners, you know, they have their ins in Washington, they 
know the lobbyists, they know this, they know that, and they think 
that we are powerless, and because they know who they know, and 
they have the money they have, that we are just the ant fighting 
Godzilla. Well, you know what, ladies and gentlemen, what I saw 
today here, I saw every Representative we have, I could not thank 
you more, I could not be more proud of you, because we are united, 
you get it, I trust you, and I believe all will be well. 

Thank you. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you very much. Thank you very much. I 

found your testimony so interesting I didn’t cut you off, and I 
thank you. 

Let me just ask a few questions of you, Mr. Samson. 
What other LNG terminals does AES operate in the United 

States? 
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Mr. SAMSON. AES doesn’t operate any LNG terminals in the 
United States. We own and operate the LNG terminal and co-lo-
cated gas fired power plant in the Dominican Republic. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. So, as far as the United States, this is new for 
you then, is that right? As far as the United States is concerned. 

Mr. SAMSON. As far as the United States, we don’t own an LNG 
facility. You have to remember there’s less than 50 of these in the 
world. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Right. 
Mr. SAMSON. So, when you look at the corporate entities that ac-

tually own them, it’s a very small list. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Okay. In the event of an accident at Sparrows 

Point, what provisions are in place to compensate private property 
owners and those who may suffer injuries and those who sadly 
might perish? 

Mr. SAMSON. It’s a very difficult question to pose, in the fact that 
it will, one, depend on what is the cause of that incident, whether 
or not it’s a facility incident, whether it was a negligent incident, 
whether it was a terrorism attack incident, whether it was an inci-
dent affecting the ship and, therefore, ship owners may be in the 
liability chain, and so forth. 

But——
Mr. CUMMINGS. I mean, are there insurance policies and things 

of that nature, I assume? 
Mr. SAMSON. Clearly, the facility will have what would be char-

acterized as fairly massive general liability policies for claims 
against such an event. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. And, are costs associated with a major accident 
at Sparrows Point likely to be left to property owners? In other 
words, the problems, the costs of addressing it, or even state or 
local government? In other words, if there are problems, you know, 
I just heard some testimony a little while ago, and I don’t know 
how accurate this is, that said, I forget who said it, that, I think 
it was Jim Smith, the County Executive, amongst others, said that 
the way you deal with the fire is you just kind of let it burn out, 
and the question I guess is, what happens in the process of the fire 
burning out? 

Mr. SAMSON. Well, I mean, there’s two things about that you 
need to take into account. One is, we have cited this, whether it’s 
the Sandia study or the General Accounting Office, the experts in 
the world are, basically, in general agreement, or strong agree-
ment, that a mile is the outer impact of a potential second degree 
burn within 30 seconds. That doesn’t mean anything gets ignited 
at that distance. That means if you don’t have your shirt sleeve 
covering your arm, your arm could get burned. It doesn’t mean 
your arm will start on fire, it doesn’t mean your house or your com-
munity will start on fire at those distances. 

And secondly, the amount of time that we’re involved here, when 
you look at the Sandia study, and you look at this worse case 
event, and the theory that you let it burn out, this event in order 
to reach out a mile has to be such a sequence of things happening 
all at the same instant, it lasts for less than ten minutes. There’s 
not an evacuation issue here. There will be an emergency response 
plan as part of the FERC process, and reviewed through the Fed-
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eral and local agencies, but we are talking about the scenario that 
can possibly reach a mile of heat, not flame, not igniting houses, 
and last less than ten minutes. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Well, I hope that it never happens, but to that 
person who it might affect, it’s a major problem, it would be a 
major problem. 

Mr. SAMSON. I agree. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Yes. 
Let me ask you this. I found that if you go back to what Ms. 

Beazley said, very interesting testimony about—and I’d ask a ques-
tion in regard to this, this whole question of all of this material 
being dumped by Bethlehem Steel over the years, and I’m just 
wondering, you all have a program to recycle in the case of dredg-
ing, is that right? 

Mr. SAMSON. Yes. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. And, to kind of—could you describe that program 

and what the cost would be associated with that? 
Mr. SAMSON. Well, the program will, basically, take the dredge 

material, categorize it, depending on the potential contaminants in 
it. So, if you look at the first two or three feet of sediments that 
have built up in these areas over time they may have some level 
of contamination in it. 

As part of the FERC process and the application process, we’ve 
done extensive borings and have, basically determined, as the state 
also has followed behind us with additional borings, that the poten-
tial dredge spoils here in the upper areas are no different than is 
dredged from the Baltimore area now. So, this upper area may 
have some level of contamination. 

Because we are at an older shipyard, we are actually dredging 
into newer material that is expected to be very clean, and, there-
fore, what that can be recycled for will be different than the upper 
layers, and, basically, the recycling program can be mine reclama-
tion, it can be parking lot base, where you take this material, you 
dry it, you add Portland cement to it. 

As it relates to cost, it’s an expensive process, and dramatically 
more expense than the $2.00 a ton disposal fee at a Hart-Miller Is-
land disposal facility, that we understand and have committed we 
are not going to utilize port administration disposal sites. So, we 
are talking about, on a good day, we are hoping that could be 
$20.00 a ton, $20.00 a yard, as high as $30.00 a yard. So, you are 
talking about an overall impact to this project of $80 to $120 mil-
lion. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. What types of physical assailants could the LNG 
storage tanks withstand? You know, one of the things that we are 
concerned about, I mean Mr. LaTourette made a very, I think pret-
ty accurate statement that it’s one thing to be concerned about the 
storage itself, it’s another thing to worry about attacks. And, I’m 
just wondering what—just where you are on that. 

Mr. SAMSON. Well, I think——
Mr. CUMMINGS. And, what things did you all take into consider-

ation? You’ve heard the witnesses talk about their concerns. 
Mr. SAMSON. —and I have. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. And, I know you don’t live within one of these 

situations, but they do, and you have to understand that their frus-
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tration is great because they realize, I think Ms. Beazley said it 
best, the big companies come in, they do their thing, and they still 
have to raise their children, and live, and play, and work, and go 
to church in these communities. 

Mr. SAMSON. I understand that, Chairman. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. You don’t plan to live there, do you? 
Mr. SAMSON. I actually proposed one of these less than a mile 

from my house. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Okay. 
Mr. SAMSON. So, I mean, I do understand it, and maybe it’s my 

belief in the science and the technology. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Where is that, where would that one be? 
Mr. SAMSON. In Haddam Neck, Connecticut. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Okay. 
Mr. SAMSON. So, I—you know, maybe I’m foolish, but I believe 

in the science and the technology, and as it relates to the shore-
side facilities, I think the risk and the worry that people have is 
not at the shore-side facilities as much as it is the ship, because 
if you put a hole in a ship it’s leaking into an infinite heat sink 
that will very rapidly cause that LNG to become a gas cloud. 

On shore, LNG leaking on shore will rapidly freeze the ground, 
lose its ability to gain heat, and very quickly stop vaporizing. 

The LNG tanks proposed at Sparrows Point are dramatically dif-
ferent than the ones that are at Cove Point today and the ones that 
are here in Baltimore. So, there’s three types of LNG tanks, this 
is a third generation of LNG tank, where the secondary contain-
ment isn’t on earth and berm if there’s a tank failure, when FERC 
talked about the exclusion zones that the tank failed and filled it’s 
earth and burned, and, therefore, that contained pond was on fire. 
Here, our secondary containment is a concrete outer wall, so that 
these tanks are inner tank with insulation, an outer carbon tank, 
and then up to the three foot of concrete, and the dome on this 
tank is also concrete. So, this is a third generation LNG tank, dra-
matically more safe from any type of missile attack that makes any 
sense, or even small aircraft attack. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Now, what kind of security are you all planning 
for Sparrows Point, if any? 

Mr. SAMSON. Well, an overall security plan will have to be put 
in place that satisfies FERC and the various Federal agencies that 
will be involved in that, and it will include a number of high-tech 
components, most of which won’t get talked in hearings like this, 
including both in water and out of water surveillance and 24-hour 
manned security. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. LaTourette. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Doyle, I want to start with you and thank you and members 

of your organization for reaching agreements with at least a couple 
of shippers in this regard, and I think that Richard Clarke, who 
has been quoted a couple times here at today’s hearing, I think he 
wrote a book and talks about a terrorist riding in on an LNG ship, 
and that’s how we would reach this conclusion. 

So, I would encourage you at MEBA to continue reaching out to 
operators and replacing foreign sailors with certified U.S. American 
mariners. 
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And, just a short commercial, I would commend to you a piece 
of legislation that I’ve introduced on merchant mariner 
credentialing, and anything you could do to sort of shove the new 
Majority to give us a hand on getting your credentials quicker we 
would be very grateful for your support. 

And, Mr. Brooks, you quoted Mr. Clarke twice, and I know in 
this instance at Sparrows Point he’s the consultant who was re-
tained by AES, and in the Rhode Island situation, who was writing 
the check for his evaluation? 

Mr. BROOKS. It’s, the firm was Good Harbor Consulting, LLC, it 
was for the Attorney General of Rhode Island. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Okay. So, in this instance he found Sparrows 
Point to be a safe location, and he was retained by the gas com-
pany, and there he was retained by someone who didn’t want the 
Rhode Island facility, is that a fair observation? 

Mr. BROOKS. Well, I’m only going by the observations that he 
made that raised the concern with us, because we also had a state-
wide task force that looked at this document, and we wanted, we 
actually asked for a similar document and a study to be conducted 
in Maryland, I don’t know if Mr. Clarke would have been the prin-
cipal investigator on that one, though. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. I got you, and I’m not casting aspersions at 
Mr. Clarke, but like the Chairman, and I don’t know who else, I 
practiced law for a number of years, and I always found that when 
I was retaining an expert, if I was paying——

Mr. BROOKS. You get what you pay for. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. —well, if I was retaining the expert they al-

ways seemed to say what I wanted them to say, and vice versa. 
And, let me make this observation, because I have a nuclear 

power plant in my district, and actually my house, it’s not very 
comforting when you talk about evacuation routes and things like 
that, my house is in the kill zone, and that, you know, as a home-
owner, and as a father, that really doesn’t bring you a lot of com-
fort, that you are in the kill zone. 

But, I come to these discussions because, again, it’s my experi-
ence that everybody wants gasoline to be $1.00, everybody wants 
to heat their home in the wintertime for, you know, $40.00 or 
$50.00, but nobody wants it where they live. And, I sort of differen-
tiate between facilities that you move to and facilities that move 
to you. You know, we have a lot of railroad tracks, for instance, 
and I remember a constituent called me up and said, man, I hate 
the train noise, can’t you do something about that? 

And, I said, well, when did you buy the house? 
He said, last year. 
And, I said, well, wasn’t the train track there when you bought 

the house? 
I do think that there’s a different standard, and that’s why, Mr. 

Samson, when I come to you I think that there is a different stand-
ard that when you are talking about going into a neighborhood and 
constructing a new facility, that maybe there’s a requirement that 
more be done. 

And, having said that, I have, based upon my knowledge of the 
industry, I think LNG technology is safe, and I have attempted to 
say during the course of this hearing a couple of times, that I think 
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the greater risk is the terrorist riding in on the boat, is the person, 
as Ms. Beazley has suggested, rents the airplane at BWI and flies 
it into the facility, and the bigger risk from this technology are peo-
ple that don’t want to—don’t wish us well. 

And, on that, I heard you, in response to the Chairman’s ques-
tion about, we did learn from a previous panel that the state does 
retain authority under the Clean Water Act to issue the 401 per-
mit, and I think the only change that the Energy Act of 2005 made 
was that it indicates that if the state improperly withholds that 
you can go to court and sue them and we’ll figure out whether it’s 
been improperly withheld. 

And, I was interested in your comment about borings. Are those 
borings that you’ve taken of the sediments, are they proprietary, or 
are those things that the company could provide to the Sub-
committee? 

Mr. SAMSON. We can provide those to the Subcommittee. They 
are publicly available. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Okay, and since I’m not smart enough to go 
get them where they currently are, could you maybe get them to 
the Subcommittee? 

Mr. SAMSON. We’ll send them to you. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. And then, the reason that I bring this up is, 

again, Ms. Beazley, I’m not familiar with the Republic Steel oper-
ation, but I live, you are going to want to think nobody is going 
to want to go where I live, because we not only have a nuclear 
power plant, but we also have, we are one of the areas of concern 
in the Great Lakes Contaminated Sediments, it’s taken us 35 years 
to put this first shovel in the ground, and the problem is, once you 
stick that shovel in the ground the PCBs, or the metals, or what-
ever happen to be in that muck, got up, and they get turned 
around, and in my case it’s Lake Erie. 

And so, if you could provide those borings, I think that that 
would be interesting, and I think that sometimes these dredging 
projects are a little more complicated than we think. I mean, in our 
case we had to build a facility, containment facility, that’s the size 
of five football fields, because you can’t put it anywhere else. 

But, the question I want to ask you, and it was hit upon a little 
bit by Mr. Brooks and Ms. Beazley, the evacuation route, and 
again, I sort of approach this the same way, there’s a nuclear 
power plant up in New York called Indian Point, and there’s a big 
brew-ha-ha now that the people that live near Indian Point are 
saying, you know what, there’s no proper evacuation route in case 
something, God forbid, should happen. 

And, using my own, you know, shame on you if you move close 
to something, when you sort of peel back the onion you find out 
that the plant was here, and everybody—these developers just 
build right up to the plant, so it really shouldn’t surprise you that 
there’s a problem with the evacuation route. 

I thought I heard one or both of these witnesses indicate that if 
there is a problem at this proposed site at Sparrows Point, that 
there’s no way for these folks to get out of town. Is that right? 

Mr. SAMSON. I think one, we would disagree, we think there’s 
two routes out of the different communities involved, and secondly, 
I want to get back to, this isn’t a new facility, and that in this 
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worst case accident that there’s three tanks ruptured, and that the 
heat can reach out a mile, this event isn’t long lasting. There’s not 
an oil sheen left on the water when LNG is done burning. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Right. 
Mr. SAMSON. It is over in under ten minutes, so that, for this 

heat to actually reach that far, all of it has got to get consumed 
in ten minutes for that flame that’s burning in a 500-meter pool 
to reach that far. 

So, it’s not that we ignore evacuation——
Mr. LATOURETTE. Right. 
Mr. SAMSON. — that in the worst case scenario it’s over before 

anybody gets to their car. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Well, and let me ask you, because my knowl-

edge is not as intense as maybe it should be on LNG, and I don’t 
think that LNG catching on fire is the big problem. I mean, is it 
not, and you can correct me if I’m wrong, I think the big problem 
with LNG is that when there’s a rupture, and the cloud happens, 
if there’s an ignition point outside, not caused by, you know, the 
puncture, whatever punctures the tank, that if the cloud is ignited, 
that that’s really the problem. Is that not right? 

Mr. SAMSON. It’s potentially a bigger problem, correct. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Right. 
Mr. SAMSON. There’s also, one, that front movement of that flame 

is going to hit an ignition source and then rapidly burn back to the 
pool and turn back into the pool fire, where we were discussing a 
minute ago. 

So, an LNG, when it is initially vaporized, is lighter than air, but 
unlike propane in your backyard grill, this product is lighter than 
air when it is warmer than -160 degrees, so then it rises and dis-
sipates into the atmosphere. So, there is multiple issues that could 
happen with a vapor cloud, all of which are extremely unlikely in 
the event that it’s going to generate the event. 

So, a vapor cloud that comes from a collision-type leak, which 
has never occurred in the LNG industry, and it’s not that LNG 
ships haven’t had collisions, an LNG ship hit the Rock of Gibralter 
at maximum speed and didn’t leak a drop of LNG, but a vapor 
cloud of the concern you are talking about would come from the 
same type of terrorist act that didn’t create an ignition source. 

And, if you, you know, the GAO report makes it clear that every-
body in the scientific body agrees that this is an extremely unlikely 
and not the issue to be dealt with in potential LNG terrorist at-
tacks. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. I think the last question is that, if all the 
things are in place in terms of safety, security, the science and so 
forth and so on, that in your testimony, why are these folks still 
upset? 

Mr. SAMSON. You know, we are a big power company, and we get 
crowds not this big, but we get crowds when we put up wind tur-
bines, all right, big energy infrastructure projects, affecting land, 
affecting people’s perceived rights, are always emotional issues. 

LNG is new, all right, we import 60 percent of our oil, but until 
recently we haven’t had to import natural gas. So, it’s not well un-
derstood, and it’s new, and in a post 9/11 world it’s a very emo-
tional issue. 
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That’s why we have science, process and procedure. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Do you think from a company standpoint, if 

the Chairman will let me have this last question, from a company 
standpoint you’ve done everything you can to go into these commu-
nities and talk to them? I mean, I heard the guy from the county 
say that he’s heard, you know, well, 2,000 people, 4,000, who cares, 
I mean, it’s only 2,000. I mean, that hasn’t been the attitude of 
your company, has it? And, have you done what you are supposed 
to be doing with these folks, to allay the concerns that you are talk-
ing about? 

Mr. SAMSON. Absolutely. I think that we, you know, we have a 
mandatory pre-filing process at FERC, we were in the community 
six months before that process started. We met with every govern-
ment official that this district is in before we started the process. 

Did we have the unfortunate of deciding to proceed forward in 
an election year in Maryland that affected some of this? Sure we 
did, but the need is here, and these things take a long time to 
bring on line. 

There may be 12 of them approved and heading into construc-
tion, none of them are serving market areas. There’s a difference 
between building an LNG terminal in the Gulf of Mexico and build-
ing thousands of miles of pipeline, than bringing it to the area it’s 
going to be used in. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Ruppersberger. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Sure, thank you. 
Well, first, let me address the issue on the response to the com-

munities. Those of us up here, I think, have been in politics for 
over 20 years, and there are a lot of groups that do not like change, 
I agree with you. 

When this first came to the table, the community came to me 
and said, we demand you be against this. And, I said, I’m not going 
to take a position until I do my own research. I went to Congres-
sional Research that we have available to us in Congress, and 
asked them about the issue of safety, and they felt that in the end 
that a facility such as this should not be near residential areas, it 
should be in more remote places. At that point, I decided that I was 
going to be, you know, against this facility. 

And, I do want to respond to the issue of this community, and 
Sharon Beazley is here with Dunbar Brooks, who I’ve worked with 
for over 20 years on education issues and everything else, and this 
community, when they came to me, I said to them, you are not 
going to win this issue on a emotion, and how many people are 
there, or how many signs, or whatever, you are going to win it 
based on the facts and you’ve got to get your arguments together. 

And, if you can hear what the testimony they gave today, they 
got out and they got people together, they had people assigned to 
different committees, and they got their facts, and I think those 
facts were well presented, and it’s helped me and other people 
move forward in this process. 

And so, I want to make sure that the record is clear, we use it 
sometimes in politics, sometimes people become CAVEs, citizens 
against virtually everything, this is not this group. They’ve done 
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their homework, they are not emotional, and they are factually cor-
rect. 

Now, let me get into some of the issues, Mr. Samson. How long, 
how many LNG facilities do you operate in the world, not in the 
United States, I heard one, is it? 

Mr. SAMSON. One. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. One, now how long have you operated that 

facility? 
Mr. SAMSON. Since 2003. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. All right, do you have any safety record one 

way or another? Are there regulatory groups in the Dominican Re-
public who oversee you? 

Mr. SAMSON. There’s no incidents at the facility. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Are there any—do they have a regulatory 

operation in Dominican Republic that deals with your LNG facility? 
Mr. SAMSON. They have an environmental regulatory agency, 

plus they have their public works agencies that regulate both pro-
pane in the country and the LNG. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. How many jobs do you generate for Domin-
ican Republic in this facility? 

Mr. SAMSON. In this facility? I would say, it’s a facility that’s co-
located with a combined cycle power plant, so the number is prob-
ably around 35 or 40. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. It’s fair to say, basically, you don’t have a 
lot of experience, one facility since 2003, in managing LNG facili-
ties. 

Mr. SAMSON. I would think compared to most companies in the 
world, including energy companies, we have more experience. Shell 
is the biggest exporter of LNG in the world, and they are starting 
up their first import terminal. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Where are you going to get your natural 
gas from, what parts of the world? 

Mr. SAMSON. It’s undetermined. We’ll probably contract with a 
number of oil majors that will bring it in from a number of dif-
ferent sources. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Could it be areas in the Middle East? 
Mr. SAMSON. The Middle East as in? 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. I’m just saying, generally, the area. I’m 

going to ask you Africa. I’m going to ask you other spots in the 
world. 

Mr. SAMSON. Well, it could come from, it could come from Africa, 
it could come from Egypt, it could come from Trinidad. Trinidad is 
the largest supplier of LNG in the United States today. It could 
come from Qatar. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Qatar is very large. Okay. 
Does your company own or operate any tankers that will be 

transporting LNG gas to the United States? 
Mr. SAMSON. No. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Okay. Do you know, will your tankers 

make one stop, will they stop in other areas on their way to the 
United States? 

Mr. SAMSON. Typically, not. LNG tankers, unlike a lot of tankers, 
do not operate in partial cargo mode. So, they fill up and they 
empty. 
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Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Now, do you know what the security is at 
the port of embarkation, where this gas is coming from? 

Mr. SAMSON. I know that part of the Coast Guard’s process is to 
visit and vet the various exporting countries that bring LNG to the 
United States. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. And, do you know if there are any back-
ground checks that are being done, or that you will do as it relates 
to the people on the ship? Mr. Latourette raised the issue where 
his concerns were, and do you know if there’s any background 
checks on the people that are on those ships, or do you know what 
the security is on those ships? 

Mr. SAMSON. I will primarily defer to what the Coast Guard’s 
process is, which is to, as part of their arrival notice is to have, not 
only notices of arrival of a ship, but it’s list of its crew members. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Well, that’s manifest, but let me say this 
to you. The Coast Guard has so much responsibility, I mean, there 
seems to be that if you are going to be in the business you better 
have security at the port of embarkation, based on the issues of 
threats that have been talked about here today. 

Mr. SAMSON. Well, I—Congressman, with all due respect, I 
thought the Coast Guard vetting these would be more appropriate 
than me. It’s not that the company wouldn’t vet, or know the com-
panies, and the security policies, and the procedures they employ 
in order to bring LNG to this facility. 

Any agreement we have drafted or entered into with these com-
panies has the same type of requirements that the Coast Guard 
would require, as far as crew vetting and those kind of things. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Well, what I’m getting at——
Mr. SAMSON. Actually——
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. I’m sorry, I want you to finish. 
Mr. SAMSON. I know I actually thought that it would be more 

comforting that the Coast Guard vets these crews than a private 
entity. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. But, I want to get back to your point that 
you’ve been in business since 2003, this is really your first oper-
ation other than that, this is big business. There’s a lot of money 
to be made, but part of that business is security. That’s why Dubai 
did so well, and yet, we worked very closely with the Port of Dubai, 
and yet we don’t have the ability to control their people, and who 
are on their ships, and do the background like we do in the United 
States. 

Let me get to Richard Clarke, because that’s been raised here 
today. You know, I know the industry, and AES specifically, have 
engaged Mr. Clarke to tell us that LNG plants, even the one pro-
posed, are safe. Now, is Mr. Clarke paid by you or the LNG indus-
try in general? Do you know that? 

Mr. SAMSON. I don’t think anybody else in the LNG industry has 
engaged Richard Clarke. When we engaged him, his comment to us 
was, you don’t seem to understand, I’m the guy that puts a bullet 
in these projects. We engaged him anyhow. 

As I testified earlier today, AES has a siting policy that says we 
won’t put one of these facilities less than a mile from populations, 
and that is different than the facilities operating and proposed in 
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the State of Massachusetts, and proposed in Rhode Island, where 
Mr. Clarke’s testimony was against those projects. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Do you know if Mr. Clarke visited this 
area, this site, and the surrounding communities, when he came to 
his conclusion? 

Mr. SAMSON. I know that Mr. Clarke flew this site, in a heli-
copter. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Do you know if he traveled, did he travel 
the path that the tankers would take up the Chesapeake Bay? 

Mr. SAMSON. I know they reviewed the path of the tanker up the 
Chesapeake Bay, and the draft WSA was provided to his firm in 
order to do that. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Do you know if Mr. Clarke’s or your com-
pany received daily intelligence reports, so that you have the abso-
lute most up-to-date security assessment of the region? 

Mr. SAMSON. I know that Mr. Clarke maintains his security 
clearance, what his ability or contacts with the intelligence commu-
nity, I cannot testify to that. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Do you know if Mr. Clarke evaluated the 
traffic that travels the Chesapeake Bay on a summer weekend, be-
cause it seemed to me that that wasn’t addressed in his report, and 
it seemed, if you’ve heard the testimony today, it’s a very relevant 
security factor. 

Mr. SAMSON. Well, I think it was addressed in his report. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. What did it say? 
Mr. SAMSON. That as far as the impacts on traffic? 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. As far as tankers, not just terrorists, but 

safety issues also, about tankers coming under—that have to come 
under the Chesapeake Bay. 

Mr. SAMSON. Well, Mr. Clarke was engaged to analyze potential 
terrorist threat to an LNG ship transiting to or being docked at the 
Sparrows Point facility. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Do you know if in the report that he ad-
dressed the issue of coming from the Atlantic Ocean, up the Chesa-
peake Bay, past the different urban areas, into Dundalk, do you 
know if he took that route and evaluated the whole route when he 
was coming up the Chesapeake Bay? 

Mr. SAMSON. Yes, he did evaluate the whole route, and it’s im-
portant to note that nowhere in that route does an LNG ship come 
within a mile of populations. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. And, you think there’s a big difference be-
tween a mile and a mile and a half or two miles? 

Mr. SAMSON. I think that when the vast majority of the scientists 
engaged in this field agree that a mile is the outer limit of the po-
tential heat impact to populations, it’s an appropriate standard. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. You know, you are getting ready to try to 
build this facility, and we hope we can stop it in this site. We un-
derstand the issue of energy policy, and those type of situations. Do 
you have a safety plan or standards in place on what you are going 
to do if you get the permission to build this, on how you are going 
to protect your own facility and the community surrounding it? 

Mr. SAMSON. The safety plan is a number of things, and it will 
constantly be an evolving and living document. AES has a tremen-
dous safety record. We may only operate one LNG facility, but we 
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operate $30 billion of power plant assets, which involve signifi-
cantly higher risk to our employees around the world. 

So, safety is an ongoing issue. There will be an emergency re-
sponse plan, as far as this project. There will be safety procedures 
on site. There will be firefighter training. There will be firefighter 
training provided on LNG-specific fires for the county responders 
and our employees. All of those things are part of the process. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Let me ask you this question. Assuming 
that you have built this after five years, what do you anticipate 
your profit will be, after five years, profit to your company? 

Mr. SAMSON. I can’t tell you that. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Well, you’ve got some projections or you 

wouldn’t be in business. What do you feel your profits would be 
after one year, five years, ten years? You are in this business, you 
want to build a plant here, what will your profits be? 

Mr. SAMSON. It’s——
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. I mean, you are talking about capacity, you 

have to put a plan together for that, you are talking about building 
cement tanks, what will your profits be once you’ve built this facil-
ity? Probably enormous. 

Mr. SAMSON. —well, you are confusing AES with an oil and gas 
meter. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Well, I’m just asking you, because what I’m 
getting back to is the issue of, number one, what’s going to be put 
back into the community that won’t even take advantage of this, 
what are your profits, or do you not want to answer that question? 

Mr. SAMSON. I can’t give you a reasonable forecast on what our 
profits will be. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Is it because you just don’t want to tell us 
in this hearing, or you just don’t know? 

Mr. SAMSON. I just don’t know. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Then, you are in this business, what would 

you anticipate? What would you guess that your profits would be? 
Mr. SAMSON. I would guess that our profits would be north of 11 

or 12 percent return on investment, or we wouldn’t make the in-
vestment. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Okay, so how much money would that be 
then? 

Mr. SAMSON. All tolled, this investment is going to be in the——
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. In the billions of dollars, your profit? 
Mr. SAMSON. —close, $800 million. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. And, do you have any plan to put that back 

into the community, the region where you are building this? 
Mr. SAMSON. Well, I think if you understood AES, you’ll under-

stand that we have a great reputation environmentally, a great 
community record. If you go to Cumberland County and ask them 
what they think of AES, they’ll say they put a million dollars into 
our Board of Education alone, they put money into the YMCA 
every year. We are a great corporate citizen, and we’ve dem-
onstrated that here in Maryland, and we’ll do it again. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. You could be all right on that, it just seems 
to me based on the information we have before us, you just picked 
the wrong location. 

Thank you. 
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Mr. CUMMINGS. As we get ready to close out, just one question, 
Mr. Samson. 

How did environmental justice considerations factor into the 
choice of this site? 

Mr. SAMSON. Well, it’s an interesting issue, environmental jus-
tice, which is really routed in environmental impact, and those po-
tential issues as it applies to siting of facilities, and clearly we will 
burn a little bit of our imported natural gas. But, the environ-
mental issues associated with this project aren’t significant, and 
that’s not to say that we’ve ignored the fact that Turner Station is 
our closest community. We’ve been there more than we’ve been 
anywhere else. I’ve had, you know, numerous discussions with 
Dunbar Brooks, and Alison Mason, and the folks in Turner Station, 
and we, you know, are at a point of disagreement. 

And, hopefully, we can get to the point where we are beyond that 
and can find good things to do in that community. But, when you 
go back to our siting premise, and it’s not the remote criteria for 
the facility established by FERC, but it’s, if we are outside of a 
mile, and the scientists of the Nation say that is the outer limit of 
safety, then we may still have a disagreement with Turner Station, 
but we don’t think we’ve impacted that community in a negative 
manner more than any other community adjacent to the facility. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. And, what alternative sites did you evaluate? I 
mean, were there other sites that you evaluated, when looking, 
comparing it to this one, or contrasting it? 

Mr. SAMSON. Yes, and there’s an exhaustive section in the FERC 
filing that deals with, not only specific sites, but process theories, 
could we do an off-shore or not do an off-shore facility to supply 
this market. Other sites up and down the Chesapeake were ana-
lyzed. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Last, but not least, in answer to Mr. 
Ruppersberger’s questions, you were talking about what they 
would say in Cumberland, you know, about putting the million dol-
lars into the school system, I think that’s what you said. One of the 
things that I think that you will find is that there are a lot of peo-
ple who live in these communities, while, you know, they’d like to 
see good corporate citizenship, they want to make sure that their 
children are able to grow up. I mean, these are real things, these 
are real concerns for them, and I think you—I hope that you don’t 
under-estimate that. 

I mean, I heard you say that you met with folks and whatever, 
but these, I mean, for groups to be able to do what they’ve been 
able to do to come together, to spend all this time today, and hours, 
upon hours, upon hours, of research and whatever to get people, I 
mean, people are busy these days, and then for them to take time 
out of their schedules to do this, and stay on top of it, is phe-
nomenal. 

And, I just hope that you understand that, and I hope that you 
also understand that what our hope is, is to make sure that FERC 
and the Coast Guard provide strict accountability, we are going to 
hold them to a standard of very strict accountability, and that they 
are supposed to do everything they are supposed to do, and if they 
are going outside of those boundaries, which I’m sure they won’t, 
but if they do, we are going to be there. 
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And, the other thing that we are concerned about is just making 
sure that the Coast Guard has the capacity to do what they say 
they can do. 

Finally, I ask unanimous consent that all Members have five 
days in which to revise and extend their remarks. Without objec-
tion, so ordered. 

Ladies and gentlemen, thank you very much. 
[Whereupon, at 2:15 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]
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