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Rodvien, Emma (PUC)

From: Jamie <jamieb214@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 1, 2021 12:17 PM
To: Rodvien, Emma (PUC)
Subject: [EXTERNAL] : RE: SB-2021-03 – Sea 3 Providence

RE: SB-2021-03 – Sea 3 Providence, LLC Petition for Declaratory Order Regarding the Rail Service Incorporation Project 
 
Dear Ms. Rodvien, 
 
I am writing to you today to express my objection to the above-referenced Petition for Declaratory Judgment 
(“Petition”) filed by Sea 3 Providence, LLC (“Sea 3 Providence”) with the Rhode Island Energy Facility Siting Board 
(“EFSB”). 
 
It’s absurd to be building up fossil fuel infrastructure at the port. Fossil fuels are on their way out as an industry, so 
economically speaking this makes no sense. 
   
Governor Raimondo stated a goal of 100% renewables by 2030, and we are still WAY behind on this. We are at around 
12% right now between the Block Island Wind Farm and solar/wind farms. Even with Revolution Wind coming online in 
the next ten years, we are still VASTLY underestimating how hard it will be to meet this goal. 
   
Frankly I doubt she had any intention of meeting it. There is zero doubt in my mind that national grid certainly is in no 
position to handle the increased demand in distributed renewable generation, having worked there myself, and the fact 
that it’s been sold to PPL, a company based in PA means that it will be negotiating that transition for years to come.  
 
If RI is serious about its 100% by 2030 vow, then renewable energy needs to be priority number one for the port, for 
national grid/ PPL, for the commerce department, for RI infrastructure Bank, for everything. Natural gas has to take a 
hard back seat. This is just a fact. 
 
The port needs to be focusing on how it will adjust to supply chain demands, i.e. how it will make room for the massive 
components of offshore wind turbines. It is a waste of time, money and resources to focus on building fossil fuel 
infrastructure while ignoring the glaringly obvious pressing and impending issue of port redesign. 
 
Finally, may I remind you all that we are currently in the midst of catastrophic climate change, and that while we are "all 
in this together", in reality it will always be the marginalized and underprivileged people who are worst affected, case 
and point the astronomically higher rates of asthma of those living near the port facilities. These symptoms are 
exacerbated during poor air quality days which increase in frequency with severe heat waves which, you guessed it, 
increase in frequency with climate change.  
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Jamie Buck 
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Rodvien, Emma (PUC)

From: musrphdean2 <murphdean2@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, June 27, 2021 12:31 PM
To: Rodvien, Emma (PUC)
Subject: [EXTERNAL] : Liquified Propane Gas expansion

Dear EFSB, 
  
My name is Jane Murphy from Edgewood and I am submitting comments in favor of requiring a full review of 
the Sea 3 proposed Liquified Propane Gas expansion. 
I am calling on EFSB to do the following: 

1.      The Energy Facility Siting Board must determine that the Sea 3 Providence expansion is an “alteration to 
a major energy facility” and require a full application and review by the Board 

2.      The EFSB must extend the public comment period at least another 2 months 
3.      The EFSB must have the full review include cumulative health and safety impacts 

This project, as an expansion of fossil fuel infrastructure in a heavily overburdened, BIPOC community, without 
robust public engagement no less, requires this. 

  
First, state law requires a full application and approval from the EFSB if the expansion is an “alteration” to the 
existing facility. According to Rhode Island General Law § 42-98-3(b), an “alteration” is “a significant 
modification to a major energy facility, which, as determined by the board, will result in a significant impact on 
the environment, or the public health, safety, and welfare. ”Sea 3 denies it requires a full review but their 
application is self-contradictory. How can a facility that does not constitute an alteration of "an existing energy 
facility" be necessary "to meet the future demand for LPG in the region”? 

  
Second, because the proposed expansion of this facility may result in a significant increase in diesel emissions 
within the Port area, which is already overburdened with polluting industrial activities and truck traffic, the 
potential growth in operations necessarily encourages and supports more use of fossil fuels. This is inconsistent 
with Rhode Island’s long-term climate change goals and binding emissions reductions as well as Providence’s 
Climate Justice Plan. 

  
Third, because the proposal raises public safety concerns – it must be fully vetted by the EFSB before it is 
approved. 

  
I urge the EFSB to require a full review of this fossil fuel expansion and to recognize the horrendous and 
disproportionate environmental impacts on the local communities by greenlighting this project. 

  
Thank you, 
Jane Murphy 


