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February 28, 2007

Governor John E. Baldacci
Office of the Governor

1 State House Station
Augusta, ME 04333-0001

Dear Governor Baldacci,

Recently the Canadian Government stated it's opposition and related restriction of ship traffic through Head
Harbor passage connected to the proposed Liquefied Natural Gas facilities in or along Passamaquoddy Bay. This
has caught the attention and raised the concern of the Washington County Commissioners as it has other political
leaders of Maine.

As the single body of government that serves all of Washington County, and only Washington County, we
feel it necessary to voice our concern and displeasure with the actions purportedly to be taken by the Canadian
Government.

First off, let it be made clear that the County Commissioners understand all to well that there are two sides to
the LNG issue and both have valid points and concerns that need to be addressed through the ongoing process. We
also have some very valid concerns regarding these proposals. As a result we will remain very diligent in our
ongoing review and monitoring of the process.

However, whether one is for or against the LNG proposals for Passamaquoddy Bay, the statement made by
Canadian Officials goes far beyond the LNG issue. It traverses into the realm of protectionist foreign policy and the
pattern of government subsidies that Canada has been allowed to suffer upon the people of Maine for much too long.

Recently New Brunswick Premier Shawn Graham was so bold in stating that New Brunswick “opposes the
[LNG] terminals because of environmental, safety and security concerns, as well as potential impacts on the
economy”.! Note that Premier Graham stated he opposed the facilities, not the proposed shipping route to access
them. Quite honestly this is about as poorly masked as a protectionist policy could possibly be, except for the kernel
of truth found at the end of the Premier’s statement.

Let us take a look at the safety interests of Canada and more specifically Premier Graham’s New Brunswick.
In looking at the recent actions of New Brunswick Government, it can be clearly illustrated that “safety concerns”™
are not matters of creed, but rather provincial convenience.



For example, as many may be aware from the press over the past few years, the Point Lepreau Nuclear
facility in New Brunswick was recommended not to be refurbished by the Federal Government of Canada for a
myriad of reasons to include economics and safefy, yet the province of New Brunswick choose to “go it alone” and
fly in the face of many interested parties in proceeding with the refurbishment. Here are some of the interesting
stops along this timeline.

In 1998 an energy consultant from New Brunswick (NB) Power, who owns and operates Point Lepreau,
decided that Point Lepreau would require the total replacement of all 380 fuel channels in 2006-2008. This was seen
as a virtual “heart transplant® for this type of facility. * NB Power in turn retained Atomic Encrgy of Canada
Limited (AECL) to conduct a two-year assessment of the facility with a price tag of 40 million dollars.

As recently as 2001, in response to a leak at the Point Lepreau facility, Jim Blythe with the safety evaluation
division of the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission stated that degradation found in reactors at Point Lepreau was

“very, very dangerous potentially, because it’s so unpredictable™.’

Also commenting on the issue was David Coon of the Conservation Council of New Brunswick who stated
that the leak “could spell the ultimate demise for the (CANDU) reactors”. The CANDU reactors being the type
utilized across Canada and more specifically at Point Lepreau. 3

Regardless, in January of 2002 NB Power filed an application to the New Brunswick Board of
Commissioners of Public Utilities (PUB) to hold a public hearing on the refurbishment. On September 24, 2002, the
PUB released its decision, noting it was made from an economic perspective, but also with a public interest
viewpoint. The decision was a rejection of the plan put forth by NB Power’s consultants AECL. The PUB found:

“The Board [....] finds there is no significant economic advantage to the proposed refurbishment of project.
In addition the Board considers that there are other significant aspects of the refurbishment option [which] is
not in the public interest. The Board therefore, will recommend to the Board of Directors of NB Power that
it not proceed with the refurbishment of Point Lepreau™

In a December 2003 article on Point Lepreau, DR. Ronald Babin, a professor of Sociology and
Environmental Studies at the University of Moncton stated that Point Lepreau was less of an asset and more of a
burden to New Brunswick adding, “It also increasingly appears to be a more dangerous nuclear installation than
previously thought, as has been acknowledged by the authorities who recently increased the danger zone around
Point Lepreau”. He went on to say that NB Power, “cut some corners in order to maintain high levels of
performance” and that this “led to an organizational culture of nuclear recklessness that increasingly worried the
Atomic Energy Control Board (now the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission-CNSC)” through the 1990’s. It was
reported thal4the latest licensing process for NB Power was “arduous™ and that the CNSC monitored the facility
“intensively”

With all of this, on 07-29-2005 then New Brunswick Premier Bernard Lord announced that the Province of
New Brunswick would proceed with the refurbishment of Point Lepreau with Atomic Energy of Canada Limited
(AECL), the same firm whose refurbishment proposal was scorned by the New Brunswick PUB, as the general
contractor.

Premier Lord stated "Government accepted the recommendation [of NB Power] and believes this is the most
prudent, balanced, and realistic approach to take. It is prudent because it allows us to secure a reliable, cost-efficient
energy supply for commercial and non-commercial users. It is balanced because it takes a balanced approach to risk
and cost, and it balances environmental concerns with ecconomic development. It is realistic because it allows us to
continue to pursue our objective to ensure diversity and security of our energy supply." *

The Sunrise County — where the sun first shines!”












