
 
 
 
 
September 10, 2015  
Martin Honigberg, Chairman 
NH Site Evaluation Committee  
NH Public Utilities Commission  
21 South Fruit Street, Suite 10  
Concord, NH 03301  
 
Re: SEA‐3, Inc. ("SEA‐3") Request for Exemption, NH SEC Docket No. 2015‐01  
 
Dear Chairman Honigberg: 
 
The purpose of this communication is to follow‐up on relevant issues raised in my correspondence of 
April 22, 2015 in the above‐referenced docket. The focus of that letter was the uncertain structural 
integrity of the Pan Am railroad bridges along the 13 mile freight rail line—the infrastructure that will 
carry propane to the SEA 3 facility in Newington, NH. 
 
There remain no public assurances that the old, wooden trestles identified in that document have been 
inspected on a regular basis, nor have those inspections been reviewed by the Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA). As I stated in the April 22 letter: “Requests for the annual bridge inspections, 
which are conducted in‐house by the owner, Pan Am, have not been made available for review.  Federal 
and state rail inspectors do not inspect the structural components of bridges—they only inspect the 
visible rail line. The bridges straddle tidal waters and are prone to sub‐surface scouring from tides and 
ice. The inspection reports are only made available upon request by the Federal Railroad 
Administration.” 
 
In an effort to access the inspection reports, I submitted a request to the FRA, pursuant to the Freedom of 
Information Act in September, 2014.  A response was received in May, 2015 stating that the FRA did not 
have any such inspections—both documents are attached here. Since the FRA never requested to review 
the in‐house Pan Am inspections, the FRA obviously did not have them. It is conceivable that just a single 
structural engineer at Pan Am is privy to the inspections, if they were carried out at all. The rail line is 
only as good as the bridges.  I share this information because no matter what public safety requirements 
are in place along the line or at the SEA 3 facility—without proof that the bridges are structurally 
sound—the SEA 3 expansion should not be allowed to move forward. 
 
Of concern as well, is the inability of the NH DES Oil Spill Recovery team to easily access the upper 
portion of Great Bay in a derailment scenario. The Great Bay rail crossing is a combination of two trestles 
measuring 500 feet with another 1000 feet of elevated access. The propane tanks cars are often in mixed 
loads with other materials which will not evaporate and may enter the estuary in a derailment. Strong 

 



 
tides will carry the spill up the Squamscott River towards Exeter in a matter of hours, or out into Great 
Bay. The best estimate for a spill response team is two hours depending on tide and depth of water. If the 
bay is frozen in the winter, no response is possible. Were it not for the planned expansion of SEA 3 at the 
end of the Pan Am freight rail line in Newington, these concerns would not be an issue. Though perhaps 
beyond the scope of your review, it is worth noting that the NH DES Oil Spill Recovery effort is funded by 
an assessment on each gallon of fuel that is imported for resale and distribution by businesses like Irving 
Oil and Sprague Energy. 
 
Both the safe transport of product to the SEA 3 facility by rail, and safe distribution by truck from the 
facility should absolutely be considered in a full safety and environmental review.  A full application 
should address them even though they are not specific to the SEA 3 Newington site. 
I appreciate the opportunity to supplement my prior submission. 
Sincerely, 

 
Jeff Barnum 
Great Bay‐Piscataqua Waterkeeper 
Conservation Law Foundation 
27 North Main Street 
Concord, NH 03301 
 
CC: Jane Ferrini, Esq. 
       Sen. Martha Fuller Clark 
       Sen. Nancy Stiles 
       Sen. David Watters 
       Peter Wellenberger, GBS 
       Fred Mason 
       Russell Dean, Town Manager, Exeter 
       Sebago Technics 
 
 
 

 

 














