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From: jdemet@msn.com

Sent: . ‘ Monday, December 09, 2013 1:25 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a Tesoro employee from and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution
Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and the environment. I
have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and efficient operations are to Tesoro.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.
terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

I urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and. gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design
and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement:

« Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

« Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

» Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment wh11e also ensurmg the state’s ability to grow its
economy. :

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Jeffrey Demet
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

R. Moress <mizbengal@aol.com>

Monday, December 09, 2013 1:46 PM

EFSEC (UTC) :

Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed
Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oii spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route,. o

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

R. Moress

98249
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From: taraj.havard@tsocorp.com

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 2:00 PM

To: EFSEC (UTQ) .
Subject: ~ Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC 'Commissioneré

I am a Tesoro employee from Washington and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy
Distribution Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and the
environment, I have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and efficient operations are to Tesoro

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.

~ terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

- T urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design
and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement:

« Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

« Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

* Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

» Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy.

Thank you for considering my comments,

Sincerely,
Tara Havard
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From: Eric Lind <measle@criticalmess.net>
Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 2:21 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

I urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, [ urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’'s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

¢The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency reésponse capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route. \
The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

»The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application. '

Thank you.

Eric Lind

98168
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From: Katie Neis <katie.m.neis@gmail.com>
~ Sent: ' Monday, December 09, 2013 2:30 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: No to Tesoro Savage
. Enough said.

-Katie
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From: LISA HEY <heylisahey@hotmail.com>

Sent: " Monday, December 09, 2013 2:40 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reJect the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Qil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

- The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave. :

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

LISA HEY

06098
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From: dannyj@torrancerefineryservices.com

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 2:45 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC) :
Subject: . Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners -

I am a Savage employee and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution
Terminal. As a Savage employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and the environment. I
have firsthand experience how important clean, efficient and safe operations are to Savage. A terminal run by
Savage in Vancouver will bring the community jobs like mine. And I'm proud to say I work for this company,
and I’m also proud of our impressive track record of integrity and social responsibility.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. I work in the Savage operation
in and know the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the
transportation of crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude
US refineries are currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing US crude to move
through a US terminal to US refineries, Savage and Tesoro are supporting US energy independence and
creating US jobs. S

I urge the committee to keep site of the positive impact this terminal will have on the US economy. As a Savage
employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas market in the US.
To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep the scope
of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed facility. The
scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design and operation. I
ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA Environmental Impact
Statement:

« Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment
* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

* Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services
» Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards '

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy. ' '

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Daniel Juarez
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From: ‘ kathryn.Lklick@tsocorp.com

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 2:46 PM

To: _ EFSEC (UTC) ‘

Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a Tesoro employee from Idaho and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy
Distribution Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and the
environment. I have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and efficient operations are to Tesoro.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.

terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

T urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design
and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the.following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement: '

* Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

* Impact of the facility on local't1'ansportation infrastructure and public services

» Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy. '

Thank you for considering my‘ comments.

Sincerely,
Kathryn Klick
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From: : John.H.Walker@tsocorp.com

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 2:46 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: ‘ Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a Tesoro employee from California and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy
Distribution Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and the
environment. I have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and efficient operations are to Tesoro.

- This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S. 7
terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

I urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design
and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement: 4

* Spill prevention and spill 1‘ésp0nse requirements that protect the environment

* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

» Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

» Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy. :

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
John Walker
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$27510 _ | UTC)

From: aaronkraft@rocketmail.com

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 2:47 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC) :

Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear Stephen Posner

I am a resident of Washington and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution
Terminal. The proposed project will receive and ship North American crude oil to US refineries to offset or
replace foreign imports and declining production in Alaska and California. This crude oil will be refined in US
refineries to help meet the everyday needs of residents and businesses along the US West Coast — including
those of the state of Washington. In short, it helps with America’s energy security and will bring economic
benefits and valuable jobs to our local communities.

As a resident, I believe the safety and environmental reviews are extremely important and will help ensure that
this is done safely and responsibly. As such, I would request that the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis
be purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited
to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the
following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA Environmental Impact Statement:

* Risks caused by earthquakes

* Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

« Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

* Protection of Columbia River water quality and fish and wildlife resources

. impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

» Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility and have a dampening effect on transportation of other commodities,
such as agricultural products, which are vital to the economies of Vancouver, Clark County and the state of

Washington.

This balanced approach is consistent with SEPA statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while
also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its economy.

Thank you for considering my comments.
Sincerely,

Aaron Kraft
Vancouver resident and support of the project
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From: digitalnitrosim@yahoo.com

Sent: ' Monday, December 09, 2013 2:48 PM

To: "~ EFSEC (UTQ)

Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissionets

I am a Tesoro employee from Anacortes Washington and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage
Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to
safety and the environment. I have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and efficient operations
are to Tesoro.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
currently forced to purchase from international sources. By.allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.

terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

[ urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design
and operation, I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement: ‘ ‘

« Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

« Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

» Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Steve Myers
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From: Victoria Trautvetter <riverWoIfe@comcast.net>

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 2:48 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: : Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river .
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s.impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change |mpacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Victoria Trautvetter

95421
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#7513 (UTC)
From: ' “Elva Harris <darleneharris888@q.com>
Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 3:04 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: ‘ Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed
: Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this prOJect | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The publlc safety and envnronmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutmy
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route. ' '
*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage's application.

Thank you.

Elva Harris

98125
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From: Dominick Saia <nicksaia@msn.com>
“Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 3:06 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC) ’ _

Subject: ' Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Qil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

“The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s Iargest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
. For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, [ respectfully ask you
-to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Dominick Saia.

80027
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From: jerrard w <sonicbloo567@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 3:28 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: - Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, 1 urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels propbsal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

¢The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as -
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage's application.

Thank you.

jerrard w

48034
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From: o leslie r <bevmex@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 3:29 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC) ' .
Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

. | urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The publlc safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

eThe increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
far sands oil from cradle to grave. : ' ‘

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

leslie r

90069
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From: . Susan Rose <sjrosey@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 3:37 PM

To: : EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: \ " Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oll export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Wash.ington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river ‘
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess: '

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave. '

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Susan Rose

85388
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From: Bryan Olson <ebonydog@comcast.net>

Sent: - Monday, December 09, 2013 3:41 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: _ re: the shipping of crude oil through Spokane, WA
Importance: High

| just want to register my opposition to the shipment of crude oil by rail through Spokane and through the
State of Washington on a daily basis through the oil tankers that are the same type

as the horrific derailment explosion that killed 47 people in Quebec in July. | understand that just a few
weeks ago there was another derailment that happened in Alabama.
“In the Alabama, fortunately no was killed.

Taking such risks of people’s lives by the shipment of oil by train should not be permitted!

It obviously is also extremely unsafe for the environment for such accidents to happen and to have large
amounts of oil spilled on the ground! |

Prior to such future shipments, the oil companies that are promoting such shipment by trains need to
make sure that the train oil tankers are drastically improved to be able
to withstand such accidents!

I unfortunately cannot be at the Port of Vancouver hearing or the Spokane meeting on December 11",

I am a registered voter and live in the city of Spokane, WA.

K, Bryan Olson
10710 N. Klamath Ct
Spokane, WA 99208-9068
(509) 551-5180

e-mail: Ebonydog@comcast.net
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From: tcschafer@nalco.com

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 3:42 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear Stephen Posner

As aresident of Washington and a refinery contractor, I am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver
Energy Distribution Terminal. The proposed project will allow US refineries to offset or replace foreign crude
oil imports with domestic production. Bringing this energy to Vancouver is a big win for everyone — including
‘residents of Washington state. In short, it helps with America’s energy security and will bring economic
benefits and valuable jobs to our local communities.

I believe the safety and environmental reviews are extremely important and as an outdoor enthusiast and
practicing engineer, I will do whatever I can to ensure that this is done safely and responsibly. As such, I would
request that the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis be purposefully focused on potential impacts from
the proposed facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the
facility design and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the
SEPA Environmental Impact Statement:

» Risks caused by earthquakes

* Spill preventioﬁ and spill response requirements that protect the environment

. Abﬂity to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

* Protection of Columbia River water quality and fish and wildlife resources

« Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

« Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility and have a dampening effect on transportation of other commodities,
such as agricultural products, which are vital to the economies of Vancouver, Clark County and the state of

Washington.

This balanced approach is consistent with SEPA statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while
also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its economy. Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely, -
Tom Schafer
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From: Phyllis Jenkins <RPJENKINS_62626 @HOTMAIL.COM>

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 3:47 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

I urge you to assess-the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess: |

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store 0il, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application. ' ]

Thank you.

Phyllis Jenkins

62626
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From: nathan.g.little@tsocorp.com

Sent: : Monday, December 09, 2013 3:53 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a Tesoro employee from California and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy
Distribution Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and the
environment. I have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and efficient operations are to Tesoro.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are

. currently forced to purchase from international sources. Additionally, this West Coast crude movement will
utilize Jone's Act ships, further supporting the broader U.S. economy relative to an international crude
movement. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S. terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are
supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

I urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design

~ and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement:

* Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

» Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

* Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy.

Thank. you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Nathan Little

73




Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment UTC) Docket EF-131590

#27522 o :

From: , Michael Lally <michaelamlally@aol.com>

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 3:57 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590; Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

I urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
~ For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spiil along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include chmate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Michael Lally

33073
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From: " bdcastaneda@yahoo.com
Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 4:04 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear Stephen Posner

I am a resident of Washington and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution
Terminal. The proposed project will receive and ship North American crude oil to US refineries to offset or
replace foreign imports and declining production in Alaska and California. This crude oil will be refined in US
refineries to help meet the everyday needs of residents and businesses along the US West Coast — including
those of the state of Washington. In short, it helps with America’s energy security and will bring economic
benefits and valuable jobs to our local communities.

As aresident, I believe the safety and environmental reviews are extremely important and will help ensure that
this is done safely and responsibly. As such, I would request that the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis
be purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited
to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the
following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA Environmental Impact Statement:

* Risks caused by earthquakes

» Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

» Protection of Columbia River water quality and fish and wildlife resources
_» Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

» Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that éond_ucting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility and have a dampening effect on transportation of other commodities,
such as agricultural products, which are vital to the economies of Vancouver, Clark County and the state of

Washington. :

This balanced approéch is consistent with SEPA statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while
also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its economy. Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Bobby Castaneda
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From: teena.m.boyer@tsocorp.com -

Sent: ~ Monday, December 09, 2013 4:04 PM

To: EFSEC (UTQ)

Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

Tama Tesoro employée from California and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy.
Distribution Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and the
environment. [ have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, andefficient operations are to Tesoro.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
" currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.

terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

I urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design
and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement: '

« Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

» Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

* Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

1 am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy. A

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Teena Boyer
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From: paul.w.benson@tsocorp.com

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 4.06 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC) .
Subject: : Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a Tesoro employee from and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution
Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and the environment. I
have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and efficient operations are to Tesoro.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.

‘terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

I urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. Asa
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design
and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement: |

. Spill' prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

* Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

» Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy. '

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Paul Benson
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From: : Mike.culley@safway.com

Sent: "~ Monday, December 09, 2013 4:11 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear Stephen Posner

I am a resident of Washington and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution
Terminal. The proposed project will receive and ship North American crude oil to US refineries to offset or
replace foreign imports and declining production in Alaska and California. This crude oil will be refined in US
refineries to help meet the everyday needs of residents and businesses along the US West Coast — including
those of the state of Washington. In short, it helps with America’s energy security and will bring economic
benefits and valuable jobs to our local communities. '

As aresident, I believe the safety and environmental reviews are extremely important and will help ensure that
this is done safely and responsibly. As such, I would request that the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis
be purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited
to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the
following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA Environmental Impact Statement:

» Risks caused by earthquakes

* Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

* Protection of Columbia River water quality and fish and wildlife resources

« Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

~ » Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility and have a dampening effect on transportation of other commaodities,
such as agricultural products, which are vital to the economies of Vancouver, Clark County and the state of

Washington.

This balanced approach is consistent with SEPA statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while
also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its economy. Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Michael Culley
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From: michael.v.reese@tsocorp.com

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 4:33 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a Tesoro employee from california and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy
Distribution Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and the
environment. I have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and efficient operations are to Tesoro.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.

terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

- Turge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed

- facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design

. and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement:

« Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

» Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

* Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
-statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy. '

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Michael Reese
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From: Cynthia Fricano <cynthfricano@att.net>
Sent: . Monday, December 09, 2013 4:47 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed
: ‘ Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver

and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route. '

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route. :

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
“tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application. :

Thank you.’

Cynthia Fricano

49417
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From: Susan Clark <smchope@tds.net>

Sent: . Monday, December 09, 2013 4:52 PM

To: \ EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: : Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
_.deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess: :

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

~ eThe transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains wouid deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave. -

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application. '

Thank you.

" Susan CIark

03255
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From: Derek Hoshiko <bookofchoice@siempremail.com>

Sent: . Monday, December 09, 2013 5:00 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: ' Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River—and include climate impacts. Oil-by-
rail and export by ship is a bad deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep
price for rail and river communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.
Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Derek Hoshiko

98236

84




Tesoro Savage CBR * Docket EF-131 590

Scoping Comment

H27531 UTC)

From: ’ David Sands <david@bambooliving.com>

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 5:06 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: 4 Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,

" the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and éxport by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess: ‘

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver -
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks assomated wnth the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage's application.

Thank you.

David Sands

96778
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From: - - ~ Nancy Calsbeek <cooshay@roadrunner.com>
Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 5:31 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
. Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

[ urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Qil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s Iargest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave. ‘

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks assouated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s appllcatlon

Thank you.

Nancy Calsbeek

92009
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From: Susan Reedy <suereedy@hotmail.com>

Sent: quday, December 09, 2013 5:44 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC) '

Subject: : Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by shipis a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal. '

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline—dn—wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route. ‘

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application. :

Thank y6u.

Susan Reedy

45042
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From: . Eric Lambart <eric-foe@nomeaning.org>

Sent: ‘ . Monday, December 09, 2013 5:45 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

1 urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of cil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess: ‘

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave. '

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Eric Lambart

97217
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. From: ’ Michael Marr <m_c_marr@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 6:15 PM
To: ' EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal'deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave. '

After careful)ly considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Michael Marr

64093
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From: : Joan Beckham <joan@sc.rr.com>
Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 6:25 PM
To: : EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

" urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver:
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on-Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave. ’

After ca'refully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project,rl respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Joan Beckham

29063
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‘From: *Jim Aldrich <aldrich044@comcast.net>

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 6:27 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: - Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590; Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

‘I urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Qil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
‘impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.
*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.
*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.
*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
‘tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application. «

Thank you.

Jim Aldrich

32317
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From: Aaron Poukkula <aaronpoukkula@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 6:36 PM

To: \ EFSEC (UTC)

Subject:: : o Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

‘The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess: ~

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate rlsks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s appllcatlon

Thank you.

Aaron Poukkula

98902
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From: o olga gorovits <olga.g.2009@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 7:11 PM
To: EFSEC (UTQ)
Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No.'EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad

~ deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, 1 urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and envnronmental impacts of the state s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.”
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route. :

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analy5|s should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate rlsks associated with the pro;ect I respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

olga gorovits

11204
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From: kerreth,jwilliams@tsocorp.com

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 7:31 PM

To: ‘ EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal .

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a Tesoro employee from Anacortes, Washington and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage
Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to
safety and the environment. I have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and efficient operations
are to Tesoro. ' '

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.

terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

I urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design
and operation. | ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement:

* Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

* Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

» Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy.

Thank you for considering my comments. -

Sincerely,
K. Justin Williams
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" From: ' Reynaldo Reyna <reyreynajr@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 7:56 P

To: ' EFSEC (UTC) :

Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed -

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouyer and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad -
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as .
tar sands oil from cradle to grave. ' '

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Reynaldo Reyna

78584
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From: Scott Davison <sdavison@bigplanet.com>

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 7:.57 PM

To: : EFSEC (UTC) ‘

Subject: . Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokané,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond. .

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil,-and other communities along the rail and shipping route. _

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

‘Scott Davison

75206
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From: Michael McClennen <michaelm@umich.edu>

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 8:55 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane, -
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Qil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

N\

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels propbsal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

eThe increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and cllmate risks associated wnth the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Michael McClennen

53713
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From: taslinl0@comcast.net

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 9:35 PM
To: ' EFSEC (UTC) _
Subject: . Tesoro terminal scoping comment

Dear members of efsec
This is my second comment on this project since | have more information about Tesoro.

| have reviewed the history of Tesoro on the Wéb from oil industry sources, Bloomberg, wiki, and WA
states own history encyclopedia. Standouts include deaths of seven workers at a refinery in
Anacortes in 2010 and pipeline leaks in a farmers field this past September. This company cannot be
trusted. v '

The petrochemical and oil industry is shooting its own foot off, soiling it's own nest by refusing to have
safe, well repaired, or new, and well monitored infrastructure and industrial complexes. Tesoro is one
well known offender ’

By an odd coincidence | happened to read an article in the Vancouver Canada press voicing concern
about the possible flotilla of oil tankers in it's harbor,picking up oil from the Baaken and the Tar
Sands. | wonder about the number of tankers crossing that Columbia river bar, which has a bad
rap .The rail lines along the gorge are not stable. | imagine the last thing Bonneville Power wants is
an oil spill getting into it's turbines! There are a few dams between Pasco and Vancouver.

| think China is waking up to it's dangerous pollution problem in it's major cities, and by the next
generation just might have developed options to coal and petroleum for energy.The Tesoro proposal
anticipates the terminal won't be needed in twenty years anyhow.

| do not see how approving this terminal will have much benefit for the citizens of Washington.The
risks outweigh the benefits that will only be around for twenty years, according to Tesoro.

Sincerely,

Barbara Morrissey
P.O. Box 1045
Spokane, WA, 99210
509 456 5565
taslin10@comcast.net
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From: - Barbara Robinson <barbie53@msn.com>

Sent: _ Monday, December 09, 2013 9:38 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: \ Scoping comments for Tesoro Savage proposal in Vancouver
Dear

‘As a community member, | am very concerned about the proposed Tesoro Savage project at the Port of Vancouver. |
urge you to fully assess the impacts of this proposal to transport up to 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, VVancouver, and other Northwest communities.

I'urge you to include in the scoping of this proposal the implications to public safety, environmental irhpacts, and the
health of our communities. These deserve a spotlight in the assessment of the state's largest oil-by-rail terminal
proposed. Including,

* The compounding impact of multiple trains going through communities daily on traffic, community safety, and air
quality; , .

* The threat of oil spills from trains and marine vessels along the Columbia, the Pacific Ocean, and the Puget Sound;
* The ability of communities to respond to an oil spill sourced from the Bakken oil fields and the Canadian Tar Sands
safely and in a timely manner; ,

* The increase in oil tankers and the corresponding increased risk of cil spills throughout Washington waters and
beyond; . .

* The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climatée change impacts from crude oil from
Bakken to Tar sands, cradle to grave;

“* Safety of crude oil being transported by rail and the risks to communities along the route; and

* Terminal safety precautions related to the type and source of oil, level of combustion, and air emissions.

Thank you.

Barbara Robinson
4012N Nevada St
Spokane, WA 99207
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From: . ‘ Nicole Gooden <ngooden8@gmail.com>
-Sent: Monday, December 09, 201‘3‘ 9:44 PM
- To: EFSEC (UTC) -
Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route. ,

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
o deny Tesoro Savage’s application. ,

Thank you.

Nicole Gooden

89117

100




Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment tUTC) @GCK@E EF-1 31 590

#27547 - .

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Brenda Mcgarrity <hey_u_13
, _@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 9:54 PM

To: ~ EFSEC(UTC)

Subject: : Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 9, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner
P.O.Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site
Evaluation Council {EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal
to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River
Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Qil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.
The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, | urge you to recommend the rejection of Tesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in
Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Mégantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks
are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers
that would be traveling through our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3} The transportation and public health impacts of additional umt train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route.
This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and
other communltles along the rail and shipping route. :

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington
State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal, |
respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection of Tesoro-Savage's application.
, Miss Brenda Mcgarrity
930 Indian St Apt 1
1ot Bellingham, WA 98225-5671

(136) 051-0202
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From: , James A. Torgeson <jsalts@pcez.com>

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 9:59 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Reference Application No. 2013 01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river ‘
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutmy
For example EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, I respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application. '

Thank you.

James A. Torgeson

97215
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From: Leslie Leslie <2xleslie@gmail.com>

Sent: ' Monday, December 09, 2013 4:41 PM

To: ‘ EFSEC (UTC) :

Subject: : Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF- 131590 Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

please remove me from this list. Thank you and please reject the proposed project.
Thank you

Leslie

OnDec?9, 2013, at 4: 24 PM EFSEC (UTC) wrote:

Thank you for your comment on the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal. It is being processed,
included in the project record, and forwarded to the Council for review, Your contact information has been added.to
the EFSEC mailing list for this project. If you-choose to unsubscribe from this list please reply to this email and we will
remove your information. ' : ' ' ‘

Thank you for your interest in the EFSEC process.
Sincerely;

EFSEC Staff
www.efsec.com

From: Leslie Leslie [mailto:ZxIeine@gmail.com]

Sent: Saturday, November 30, 2013 9:10 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Reference Application No. 2013- 01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed Tesoro Savage oil export
termmal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane‘,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reachmg~
impacts of thls project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutmy
For example, EFSEC must assess: :

*The potential impacts ofa large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

80




*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route. ‘
*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environ'mental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage's application.

Thank you.

Leslie Leslie

94941
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~ From: robin.d.pavlish@tsocorp.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 8:32 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC) '
Subject: - Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a Tesoro employee from Washuington State and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver
Energy Distribution Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and
the environment. I have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and efficient operations are to
Tesoro.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.

terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

I urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design
and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement:

« Spill prevention and spill response 1'equifements that protect the environment

» Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards .

« Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

» Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Robin Pavlish
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From: , cynthiaj.egan@tsocorp.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 8:33 AM
To: EFSEC (UTQ)
Subject: ' Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a Tesoro employee from and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution
Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I'stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and the env1ronment I
have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and efficient operations are to Tesoro.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries ate
cutrently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.

terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

I urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts dir ectly related to the facility design
and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement:

* Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

« Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

* Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy, ‘

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Cynthia Egan
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From: ~ Leslie Hamlin <lhamlin1976@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 8:36 AM
To: ‘ EFSEC (UTC) -
Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

1 urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route. ‘

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Leslie Hamlin

30342
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From: davidk@savageservices.com

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 8:44 AM

To: . EFSEC (UTQ) :

Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a Savage employee and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution
Terminal. As a Savage employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and the environment. I
have firsthand experience how important clean, efficient and safe operations are to Savage. A terminal run by
Savage in Vancouver will bring the community jobs like mine. And I’'m proud to say I work for this company,
and I’m also proud of our impressive track record of integrity and social responsibility.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. I work in the Savage operation
in North Dakota and know the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will
make the transportation of crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount
of crude US refineries are currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing US crude to
move through a US terminal to US refineries, Savage and Tesoro are supporting US energy independence and
creating US jobs.

I urge the committee to keep site of the positive impact this terminal will have on the US economy. As a Savage
employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas market in the US.
To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep the scope
of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed facility. The
scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design and operation. I
ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA Environmental Impact
Statement: :

« Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment
* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

* Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services
« Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

T am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
David Killough
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From: davidk@savageservices.com

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 8:44 AM

To: . EFSEC (UTQ) :

Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a Savage employee and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution
Terminal. As a Savage employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and the environment. I
have firsthand experience how important clean, efficient and safe operations are to Savage. A terminal run by
Savage in Vancouver will bring the community jobs like mine. And I’'m proud to say I work for this company,
and I’m also proud of our impressive track record of integrity and social responsibility.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. I work in the Savage operation
in North Dakota and know the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will
make the transportation of crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount
of crude US refineries are currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing US crude to
move through a US terminal to US refineries, Savage and Tesoro are supporting US energy independence and
creating US jobs.

I urge the committee to keep site of the positive impact this terminal will have on the US economy. As a Savage
employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas market in the US.
To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep the scope
of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed facility. The
scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design and operation. I
ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA Environmental Impact
Statement: :

« Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment
* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

* Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services
« Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

T am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
David Killough
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From: patrick.w.curry@tsocorp.com

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 9:11 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC) ‘ ‘
Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a Tesoro employee at the Anacortes Refinery in Washington and am writing in support of the Tesoro
Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s
commitment to safety and the environment. I was responsible for the design and construction of Tesoro's crude
off-loading facility to handle domestic Bakken crude and I have firsthand experience of how important safe,
clean, and efficient operations are to Tesoro. :

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.

terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

I urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design
and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement: ‘

« Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

» Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

« Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Patrick Curry
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From: , jdemet@msn.com

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 9:16 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a Tesoro employee from Washington and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy
Distribution Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and the
environment. I have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and efficient operations are to Tesoro.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.

terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

I urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design
and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement:

« Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

» Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

« Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

* Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyohd site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA

~ statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy. ‘

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Jeffrey Demet




Tesoro Savage CBR 5 | Docket EF-131590

Scoping Co

wrss \UTC)

From: demet82204@hotmail.com

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 9:18 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a spouse of a Tesoro employee from Washington and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage
Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal. As a spouse of a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s
commitment to safety and the environment. I have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and
efficient operations are to Tesoro.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.

terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

I urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
spouse of a Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas
industry in the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval,
please keep the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the
proposed facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly‘ related to the facility
design and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site- spemﬁc impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement:

» Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

» Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

» Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Fallon Demet
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From: matt@schurmanmfg.com -

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 9:24 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: : Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear Stephen Posner

I am a resident of Washington and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution
Terminal. The proposed project will receive and ship North American crude oil to US refineries to offset or
replace foreign imports and declining production in Alaska and California. This crude oil will be refined in US
refineries to help meet the everyday needs of residents and businesses along the US West Coast — including
those of the state of Washington. In short, it helps with America’s energy security and will bring economic
benefits and valuable jobs to our local communities.

As a resident, I believe the safety and environmental reviews are extremely important and will help ensure that
this is done safely and responsibly. As such, I would request that the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis
be purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited
to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the
following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA Environmental Impact Statement:

* Risks caused by earthquakes

» Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

* Ability to 'comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

* Protection of Columbia River water quality and fish and wildlife resources

« Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

« Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that condﬁcting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility and have a dampening effect on transportation of other commodities,
such as agricultural products, which are vital to the economies of Vancouver, Clark County and the state of

Washington.

This balanced approach is consistent with SEPA statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while
also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its economy. Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely, _
Matthew Houghton
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From: damon.n.pilalis@tsocorp.com

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 9:25 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissionets

I am a Tesoro employee from Washington and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy
Distribution Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and the
environment, I have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and efficient operations are to Tesoro.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.

terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and ¢reating U.S. jobs.

I urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design
and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement:

» Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

» Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

* Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Damon Pilalis
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From: casey heisler <caseyfheis|er@§mai|.’com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 9:32 AM

To: EFSEC (UTCQ) :

Subject: - Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the-entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess: ‘

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route. ,
*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefuily considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application. '

Thank you.

casey heisler

85310
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From: Sherry.A.Hendrix@tsocorp.com

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 9:32 AM

To: EFSEC (UTQ) ,

Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a Tesoro employee from Washington and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy
Distribution Terminal. As a Tesoro employee of 15 years, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety
and the environment. I have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and efficient operations are to
Tesoro. :

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.

terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs. .-

I urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength. of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design
and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement:

* Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

» Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

» Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

* Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy.

Thank you for considering my comments.

- Sincerely,
Sherry Hendrix
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From: brady.a.emmons@tsocorp.com

Sent: ‘ Tuesday, December 10, 2013 9:37 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Dlstrlbutlon Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a Tesoro employee from the Anacortes, Washington Refinery and am writing to support the Tesoro Savage

Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I know first hand that Tesoro has a
commitment to safety and the environment. [ see every day how important safe, clean, and efficient operations
are to Tesoro. ‘

This terminal will contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand the
market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.
terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.
This is something I strongly approve of.

I urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. The last
three generations of my family have worked in the oil and gas industry and we depend on the strength of the oil
and gas industry in the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely
approval, please keep the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts
from the proposed facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to
the facility design and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of
the SEPA Enyironmental Impact Statement:

*Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

*Ability to comply'with state and federal air quality emission standards

Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

*Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility and prevent the facility from being permitted. This balanced approach
is consistent with Washington’s SEPA statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also
ensuring the state’s ability to grow its economy.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Brady Emmons

13



Docket EF-131580

Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment.”  --
. #27564 .. S ‘UTC)
From: steven.rjohnson@tsocorp.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 9:43 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a Tesoro employee from Washington State and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver
Energy Distribution Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and
the environment. I have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and efficient operations are to
Tesoro.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.

terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

I urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design
and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement:

« Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

» Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

« Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Steve Johnson
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Please vote against this!

Patricia Joy Stepp

Patricia Stepp <ravenmaven08@gmail.com>

Tuesday, December 10, 2013 9:51 AM

EFSEC (UTC)

I am against the transportation of Dakota crude oil through the Pacific Northwest as the
danger to our pristine salmon streams.
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From: John Fix <ladle@nwi.net>

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 9:52 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC) .
Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capébilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage's application.

Thank you.

John Fix

98848
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From: Edward Estrella <edward_estrella2@q.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 9:55 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a-bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny;
For example, EFSEC must assess: “

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route, This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other.communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage's application.

Thank you.

Edward Estrella

85711
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From: | ~linda,j.berlin@tsocorp.com v

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 10:17 AM

To: : EFSEC (UTC)- ] :
Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

[ am a Tesoro employee from and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution
Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and the environment. I
have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and efficient operations are to Tesoro.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.

terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

I urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design
and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement: '

» Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

» Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

» Impact of the facility on local‘transportation4infrastructure and public services

» Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Linda Berlin
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From: aaron.rwhitney@tsocorp.com

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 10:18 AM

To: EFSEC (UTQ)

Subject: " Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a Tesoro employee from Washington and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy
Distribution Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and the
environment. I have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and efficient operations are to Tesoro.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of .
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.

terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

I urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design
and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement:

* Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

« Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

« Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

* Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Aaron Whitney
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From: Earl.A.Borths@tsocorp.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 10:20 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a Tesoro employee from San Antonio, Texas and am writing.in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver
Energy Distribution Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and
the environment. I have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and efficient operations are to
Tesoro.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.

terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

I urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design
and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement:

« Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

» Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

« Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

» Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Earl Borths
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From: jim.rischar@korab.com

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 10:21 AM

To: ‘ © EFSEC (UTQ)

Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear Stephen Posner

I am a resident of Washington and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution
Terminal. The proposed project will receive and ship North American crude oil to US refineries to offset or
replace foreign imports and declining production in Alaska and California. This crude oil will be refined in US
refineries to help meet the everyday needs of residents and businesses along the US West Coast — including
those of the state of Washington. In short, it helps with America’s energy security and will bring economic
benefits and valuable jobs to our local communities.

As aresident, I believe the safety and environmental reviews are extremely important and will help ensure that
this is done safely and responsibly. As such, I would request that the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis
be purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited
to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the
following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA Environmental Impact Statement:

* Risks caused by earthquakes

« Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

« Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

» Protection of Columbia River water quality and fish and wildlife resources

o Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

« Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility and have a dampening effect on transportation of other commodities,
such as agricultural products, which are vital to the economies of Vancouver, Clark County and the state of

Washington.

This balanced approach is consistent with SEPA statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while
also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its economy. Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
james rischar
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From: -Ruthie Loeffelbein <ruthieloeff@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 10:23 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: _ Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF- 131590 Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

Please assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane, the
Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river ’
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

After carefully considering the safety, envnronmental and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
~ to deny Tesoro Savage S appllcatlon

Thank you.

Ruthie Loeffelbein -

95667
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From: marylou.rischar@korab.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 10:23 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear Stephen Posner

I am a resident of Washington and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution
Terminal. The proposed project will receive and ship North American crude oil to US refineries to offset or
replace foreign imports and declining production in Alaska and California. This crude oil will be refined in US
refineries to help meet the everyday needs of residents and businesses along the US West Coast — including
those of the state of Washington. In short, it helps with America’s energy security and will bring economic
benefits and valuable jobs to our local communities.

As aresident, I believe the safety and environmental reviews are extremely important and will help ensure that
this is done safely and responsibly. As such, I would request that the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis
be purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited
to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the
following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA Environmental Impact Statement:

* Risks caused by earthquakes

* Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

* Protection of Columbia River water quality and fish and wildlife resources

* Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

« Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility and have a dampening effect on transportation of other commodities,
such as agricultural products, which are vital to the economies of Vancouver, Clark County and the state of

Washington.

This balanced approach is consistent with SEPA statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while
also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its economy. Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Marylou Rischar
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From: Mary Lynn Ritchey <mritchey@annamaria.edu>

Sent: : Tuesday, December 10, 2013 10:31 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil éxport terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

I urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond. .
*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
" and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave. ‘

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Mary Lynn Ritchey

01501
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From: ' Cathe Johnson <¢johnson85@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 10:34 AM

To: EFSEC (UTCQ) »

Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,

- the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

-The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application. :

Thank you.

Cathe Johnson

85750
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From: oscar bird <tip.bird@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 10:35 AM
To: : ‘ EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: ‘ Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reJect the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
. For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route. -

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change.impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage's application.

Thank you.

oscar bird

30075
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From: Vitra Garcia <garciav@turnberry.com> -

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 11:03 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC) _
Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oiI-by—rai‘I route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
-to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Vitra Garcia

33138
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From: Michele Balfour <noybfl@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 11:10 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC) ,
Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washingtoh EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is'a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels.proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route. _
*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include. climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Michele Balfour

32132
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From: ’ garyanglesey@savageservices.com

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 11:39 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a Savage employee and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution
Terminal. As a Savage employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and the environment. I
have firsthand experience how important clean, efficient and safe operations are to Savage. A terminal run by
Savage in Vancouver will bring the community jobs like mine. And I’'m proud to say I work for this company,
and I’m also proud of our impressive track record of integrity and social responsibility.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. I work in the Savage operation
“in ND and know the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the
transportation of crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude
US refineries are currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing US crude to move
through a US terminal to US refineries, Savage and Tesoro are supporting US energy independence and

creating US jobs.

I urge the committee to keep site of the positive impact this terminal will have on the US economy. As a Savage
employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas market in the US.
To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep the scope
of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed facility. The
scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design and operation. I
ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA Environmental Impact
Statement:

» Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment
» Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

« Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services
» Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
‘economy.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Gary Anglesey
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From: ‘ Veronica Hayes <veronicalhayes@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 10:15 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: v Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590; Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC: ‘

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Qil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communitiés along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, [ respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Veronica Hayes

48220
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From: Ross Hammond <rhammondsf@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 11:35 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal..

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safefy, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Ross Hammond -

94112
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From: Vanessa Olsen <nessa2234@verizon.net>
Sent: , Tuesday, December 10, 2013 12:34 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:’

| urge you to assess the full impact'of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal. '

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s Iargest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route. :

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application. :

Thank you.

Vanessa Olsen

20191
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From: : Jim Steitz <jimsteitz@mac.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 12:02 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC) . ‘
Subject: . Ref. App. No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Reject Tesoro Savage oil export terminal

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

As a former resident of the Pacific Northwest, who retains great affection for my original home, | urge you to reject the
proposal of Tesoro Savage to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane, Vancouver and the Columbia River.

This volume of oil would constitute an unmitigated ecological disaster, in violent opposition to the state's objective of
reducing carbon dioxide emissions. The Washington State government has expressed an overall goal of moving toward a
lower-carbon economy, and to avoid the worst impacts of global warming. If these goals are to have any meaningful
policy expression within the agencies, tasked with carrying out a governor's policy, then the Energy Facility Site
Evaluation Council cannot issue this permit. This oil export terminal would be linked rail and Columbia River barge to
some of the largest carbon bombs in North America, namely the Canadian tar sands and the Bakken oil shales of the
Dakotas. Human survival demands that this grave liability to our atmosphere remain securely underground.

The Tesoro Savage terminal, and other proposals for fossil fuel infrastructure along the Pacific Northwest coast, would
be especially and painfully ironic for a state that has otherwise made admirable and meritorious progress in shifting to
clean energy and ecological sustainability more broadly. | can scarcely fathom the horrific reversal of ecological
paradigm that The Tesoro Savage oil export terminal would constitute for Washington State, whose role in the global
energy infrastructure would invert from a leader in the low-carbon transition, to a conduit of death for the highest-
carbon fuels on Earth. The State of Washington has already committed itself to regional greenhouse gas reduction
initiatives, and even though the initiatives are not yet self-enforcing, the Tesoro Savage terminal's 360,000 daily barrels
of oil would dwarf any carbon reductions attained in those frameworks. It therefore is a contrary and irreconcilable
public policy to Washington's goals.

Even before the climate impacts are considered, the immediate impacts to communities and landscapes between the oil
sources and the departure point to the Pacific are numbing. The Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area would be
subverted into an industrial corridor. The cities of Spokane and Vancouver would suffer a diminution of their quality of
life due to noise, air pollution, and the omnipresent eyesores of tankers occupying and displacing the otherwise pleasant
sight of the Columbia River. Many other communities along the railroads further east would find additional hours of
their day transformed into an acoustic and seismic barrage of rail traffic beyond anything they bargained for in joining
that community. Moreover, the risk of a single oil tanker spill in the precious waters of the Columbia River in and around’
its junction with the Pacific Coast cannot be overstated. The coastline is a defining feature of both economicand
aesthetic sustenance for Washington State, and no risk to its integrity should be contemplated.

For all of these reasons, | urge you to immediately reject the Tesoro Savage oil export terminal as contrary to the public
interest of both Washington State and your fellow human beings around the world who depend upon a habitable
climate. : '

Sincerely,

Jim Steitz

Jim Steitz
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From: Silvia Bertano <silvia.bertano@comune.torino.it>
Sent: - Tuesday, December 10, 2013 2:45 AM
To: ' EFSEC (UTC) ‘
Subject: ‘ Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

- urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Qil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts ofthe state’s Iargest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess: ‘

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route. ‘
*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include chmate change impacts from crude oil as well as’
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage's application.

Thank you.

Silvia Bertano

10129
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From: Vincent Lombardi <vlombardi2003@msn.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 4:10 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route. '

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This anaIyS|s should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank yoh.

Vincent Lombardi

26711
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From: Ann Fenn <fann36@gmail.com>
_Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 4:31 AM
To: EFSEC (UTCQ)
Subject: Reference Application No. 2013- Ol/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

I urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

~ The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave. ‘ '

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, I respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Ann Fenn

95603
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From: v ’ Nikki Srnka <spradlinbrk@aol.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 5:04 AM

To: . EFSEC (UTC) ‘

Subject: ’ : Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess: ‘

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include cllmate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave. :

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate rlsks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Nikki Srnka
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From: ‘ dan sabatinelli <john_curly@hotmail.com>

Sent: ' Tuesday, December 10, 2013 5:06 AM

To: EFSEC (UTQ)

Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

www.styk.me end corporate influence
Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

[ urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reachmg
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and enwronmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on- wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

dan sabatinelli

01756
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From: kali k <sabbath111@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 5:12 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC) )

Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

1 urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region: The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave. ' ‘

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

kali k
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From: . ‘ Frida Simms <fsimms2002@yahoo.com>
Sent: » Tuesday, December 10, 2013 5:14 AM
To: EFSEC (UTQ)
Subject: » Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s Iargest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and cllmate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Frida Simms

22314
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From: Phoenix Vie <phoenixsings@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 5:51 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC) ‘ . ‘ :

Subject: , Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmenta!l impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess: ‘

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application. ‘

Thank.you.

Phoenix Vie

94706
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From: dennis.cross@tsocorp.com

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 6:46 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC) :
Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

I am a Tesoro employee from Washington and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy
Distribution Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to safety and the
environment. I have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and efficient operations are to Tesoro.

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand

the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of

crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are
currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.

~ terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

I urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts directly related to the facility design

- and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparation of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement: .

» Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

» Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

» Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

« Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s.ability to grow its
economy.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Dennis Cross
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From: . Barbara Sabatino <barbsab@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 7:09 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

| urge you‘to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,

- the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest plpelme on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

sThe potential impacts ofa large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

eThe transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

~ *The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you. .

Barbara Sabatino

19047
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Scoping Comment ‘ |
\ #27594 JTO)
From: ~ kristi.g.schumacher@tsocorp.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 7:12 AM
To: - EFSEC (UTQ)
Subject: Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Dear EFSEC Commissioners

[ am a Tesoro employee from Anacortes, Washington, and am writing in support of the Tesoro Savage
Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal. As a Tesoro employee, I stand behind the company’s commitment to

~ safety and the environment. I have firsthand experience of how important safe, clean, and efficient operations
are to Tesoro. '

This terminal will also contribute to energy independence in the United States. Because of my job, I understand
the market demand for moving crude oil to West Coast refineries. This terminal will make the transportation of
crude oil from the Bakken and other regions more accessible and reduce the amount of crude U.S. refineries are

- currently forced to purchase from international sources. By allowing U.S. crude to move through a U.S.

terminal to U.S. refineries, Tesoro and Savage are supporting U.S. energy independence and creating U.S. jobs.

I urge the committee to bear in mind the positive impact this terminal will have on the U.S. economy. As a
Tesoro employee and an American job holder, my family depends on the strength of the oil and gas industry in
the U.S. To keep this project moving forward on a schedule that will allow for its timely approval, please keep
the scope of the SEPA environmental analysis purposefully focused on potential impacts from the proposed
facility. The scope of the EIS must be limited to those potential impacts dilectly related to the facility design
and operation. I ask that EFSEC consider the following site-specific impacts in preparatlon of the SEPA
Environmental Impact Statement

* Spill prevention and spill response requirements that protect the environment

* Ability to comply with state and federal air quality emission standards

« Impact of the facility on local transportation infrastructure and public services

» Facility design that meets all relevant safety standards

I am concerned that conducting a SEPA EIS that looks beyond site-based facility impacts is an overreach that
could dilute the core focus on this facility. This balanced approach is consistent with Washington’s SEPA
statutes and regulations and will protect the environment while also ensuring the state’s ability to grow its
economy.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Kristi Schumacher
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Tesoro Savage CBR o Docket EF-131590

-Scoping-Comment
7595 o MTO
From: Jennifer Higdon <naturelovers11@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 7:27 AM
To: ' - EFSEC (UTCQ)
Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

I urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

. The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
Fo}r example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
o deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Jennifer Higdon

21074
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Tesoro Savage CBR - ; Docket EF-131580

Scoping €Comment ~ © - .

#27596 e JTC)

From: Maurizio Nascimben <maurizionascimben@gmail.com>

Sent: o Tuesday, December 10, 2013 7:27 AM

To: ~ EFSEC (UTC) 7

Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

+ | urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route. ,

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
~ to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Maurizio Nascimben

12831
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Scoping Comment . .

#27597 " - UTC)

From: : amy martin <amy@fairweather-brown.com>

Sent: ‘ Tuesday, December 10, 2013 7:50 AM

To: ‘ EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and-Washington EFSEC:

| urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess: '

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

eThe transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route. This'includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains- would deliver

and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

eThe increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
.tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage's application.

Thank you.

amy martin

11944
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Scoping Comment :

#27598 uTo)

From: - - Michael Koster <thirstyearfest@aol.com>

Sent: - Tuesday, December 10, 2013 8:15 AM

To: ' EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reject the proposed

_Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

[ urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day thfough Spokane,

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river

- communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state s largest plpelme on-wheels proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

+The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route.

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

*The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands 0|I from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage's application.

Thank you.

Michael Koster

74152
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment ‘

. #27599 JTO)

From: Dale Le Fevre <dale@inewgames.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 8:19 AM

To: EFSEC (UTCQ)

Subject: " Reference Application No. 2013-01/Docket No. EF-131590: Please reJect the proposed

Tesoro Savage oil export terminal project

Dear Governor Inslee and Washington EFSEC:

f urge you to assess the full impact of Tesoro Savage’s proposal to ship 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and the Columbia River. Oil-by-rail and export by ship is a bad
deal for Washington State and the entire Northwest region. The project comes at a steep price for rail and river
communities throughout the state and along the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return. Based on the far reaching
impacts of this project, | urge you to deny Tesoro Savage’s unprecedented proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of the state’s largest pipeline-on-wheelis proposal deserve close scrutiny.
For example, EFSEC must assess:

*The potential impacts of a large train-related oil spill along the rail route in Washington and beyond.

*The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route. This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver
and store oil, and other communities along the rail and shipping route. '

*The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route..

#The project’s impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as welI as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the project, | respectfully ask you
to deny Tesoro Savage’s application.

Thank you.

Dale Le Fevre

95437
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Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment

#27600 .. \UTC)

From: Lynch, BIll (UTC)

Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 8:33 AM

To: Wraspir, Kali (UTC)

Cc: Posner, Stephen (UTC)

Subject: FW: Concerns over crude oil by rail shipments in the Northwest

Attachments: oil transport letter to Inslee Bellon Goldmark FINAL 12.9.13.pdf; PHMSA-ANPR -
Comments-NRDC-SierraClub-OCI-Final.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Categories: Red Category

I'am forwarding a comment letter and attachment from the Governor’s office regarding the proposed Tesoro project for
inclusion in our record.
Bill

From: Phillips, Keith (GOV) ‘

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 8:45 PM

To: Lynch, BIll (UTC)

Cc: Ricketts, Sam (GOV); Dubois, Phil (GOV); Bellon, Maia (ECY); Ack, Brad (DNR); Danner, Dave (UTC)
Subject: FW: Concerns over crude ail by rail shipments in the Northwest :

_ Bill -- forwarding to you without response from our office, given the Vancouver project pending before EFSEC, and the
Governor's eventual formal role in that proceeding. I assume you will make this part of the project record ... right?

Aside from the pending terminal projects, I assume the agencies may engage on other issues (e.g., spill prevention,
pipeline safety) as per their interest and jurisdiction.

Thanks.

- Keith

From: Sturdevant, Ted (GOV)

Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 5:56 PM.

To: Dubois, Phil (GOV); Phillips, Keith (GOV)

Subject: FW: Concerns over crude oil by rail shipments in the Northwest

fyi

Ted Sturdevant, Executive Director
Legislative Affairs & Policy

Office of the Governor
360-902-4111
Ted.sturdevant@gov.wa.gov

WWW.governor.wa.gov
Twitter: @Govinslee @WaStateGov
www.facebook.com/WaStateGov




From: Bart Mihailovich [mailto:bart@cforjustice.org]
"~ Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 12:15 PM
To: Bart Mihailovich o
Subject: Concerns over crude oil by rail shipments in the Northwest

Dear Governor Inslee, Director Bellon, and Commissioner Goldmark:

We the undersigned write today to express our concern over new and growing crude oil shipments in the Northwest and -
to call for a moratorium on permitting new oil transportation infrastructure, at least until a programmatic Environmental’
Impact Statement (EIS) can be proposed and approved.

Please find attached our letter as well as another set of comments that are referenced in our letter.
Hard copies have been sent to your respective offices.

If you have any questions, please let me know.

Bart Mihailovich
Director
Spokane Riverkeeper

Matt Krogh
Campaign Director
ForestEthics

Mike Petersen
Executive Director
The Lands Council

Chris Wilke
Executive Director
Puget Soundkeeper Alliance

Arthur (R.D.}) Grunbaum
President
FOGH (Friends of Grays Harbor)

Sue Patnude,
Deschutes Estuary Restoration Team

Amy Carey
. Executive Director
-Sound Action

Dariene Schanfald
President
Friends of Miller Peninsula State Park

Kim Abel
President

League of Women Voters of Washington

Stephanie Buffum



Executive Director
Friends of the-San Juans

Leslie Ann Rose,
Citizens for a Healthy Bay

Lehman Holder
Sierra Club

Crina Hoyer.
Executive Director
RE Sources for Sustainable Communities

Bart Mihailovich

Spokane Riverkeeper
bart@cforjustice.org

35 West Main, Suite 300
Spokane, WA 99201
509.835.5211

Spokane
RIVERKEEPER'

For a Fishable and Swimmable Spokane River

B *°
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December 9, 2013

Honorable Governor Jay Inslee
Office of the Governor

PO Box 40002

Olympia, WA 98504-0002

Director. Maia Bellon

Wéshington State Department of Ecology
P.O. Box 47600 :
Olympia, WA 98504-7600

Commissioner Peter Goldmark .

Washington State Department of Natural Resources
PO Box 47000

Olympia, WA 98504-1000

RE:  Concerns over crude oil by rail shipments in the Northwest
Dear Governor Inslee, Director Bellon, and Commissioner Goldmark: -

Thank you for your leadership on the important issue of the clear negative impacts of proposed
coal terminals, and their associated train traffic, on the economy, environment, and human
health of Washington State. '

We the undersigned write today to express our concern over new and growing crude oil
shipments in the Northwest and to call for a moratorium on permitting new oil transportation
infrastructure, at least until a programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) can be
proposed and approved.

In recent months, the public has expressed increasing concerns over the dramatic rise in
transport of crude-oil by rail, and in Washington an even more dramatic rise in the number of
terminals to receive crude oil trains. Washington is simply not ready in terms of spill
preparedness or transport safety, and neither is the aging and outdated fleet of rail cars used to
transport crude by rail and which would facilitate the rapid and unsafe growth of that industry
in our state.

As a matter of fact, at the close of the public comment period (December 5™ on the advance
notice of proposed rulemaking from the Department of Transportation’s Pipeline and
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA), some 100,000 Americans, many of which
were Washingtonians, sent a clear message that rail car safety in light of increased proposals




for oil shiprﬁent infrastructure is paramount. Official comments were submitted to PHMSA,
and were signed by many of the signatories of this letter. Those comments are attached.

PHMSA oversees the structural and some operational requirements for railroad tank cars used
to transport hazardous materials on US railways. Of particular concern to our groups is the .
continued use of the puncture-prone DOT-111 tank car to transport crudes that tend to explode
or sink in water upon derailment (Bakken crude and sinking tar sands (diluted bitumen),
respectively).

The train derailment and explosions in Lac-Megantic, Quebec this summer, the pipeline breach
along the Kalamazoo River in 2010, and the grounding of the Exxon-Valdez tanker in 1989 are
reminders that accidents happen and have devastating consequences when it comes to
transporting oil.

Together, the oil companies’ ten proposed or in-process projects for Washington would be
capable of moving nearly 800,000 barrels of crude oil per day through the state of Washington.
This would be done via approximately 12 loaded crude oil trains a day entering the state in
northeastern Washington and traversing south and west to the various proposed terminal
locations, with some subset of trains traveling north through Pierce, King, and Snohomish
counties, along the landslide-prone route bordering much of Puget Sound. Each “unit train” of
100 tanker cars, carries approximately 70,000 barrels and is over.a mile in length.

Starting east and moving west, communities like Spokane, the Tri Cities, Longview, Vancouver,
Aberdeen, Hoquiam, Tacoma, Seattle and Bellingham would be impacted by the increase in
train traffic and the issues associated with that. Add that to the proposed increase in coal train
traffic and these communities would be asked to bear a load that is quite possibly unfeasible
both structurally and economically.

In Spokane County, communities such as Spokane Valley, Spokane and Cheney would see the
brunt of this increase as the proposed 12 crude oil trains would make their way from

. Sandpoint, ID through Spokane County before departing in various routes to the coast. Thisisa
significant proposition as rail lines through Spokane County are already operating near capacity,
especially during summer harvest months. '

These figures are only taking into account the proposed facilities in the state of Washington.
There areiadditional projects proposed in the state of Oregon that would increase these figures,
meaning even more crude oil trains traveling through Spokane en route to Oregon.

Beyond concerns over rail capacity and that impact on communities, here are key aspects of
our concerns related to these proposals in the state of Washington:

Spill readiness: We simply aren't ready for spills by rail, per Ecology's own account. Much of the
rail route parallels waterways like the Spokane River, Columbia River, Chehalis River, Grays
Harbor Estuary, and Puget Sound. With respect to tar sands, we have no meaningful response



plan that acknowledges the fate of tar sands in marine or fresh aquatic environments. Current
rail standards allow transport of explosive Bakken crude in old and outdated cars--a risk
Washingtonians shouldn't have to take. ’

It isn't for-us: In total, the new rail terminals substantially exceed Washington's refining
capacity, which already receives all the crude needed by vessel and Kinder Morgan’s Puget
Sound Pipeline. While each of the terminals is nominally intended to receive domestic Bakken
shale oil, many have already been demonstrated to be actively soliciting tar sands business
from Alberta. In fact it is doubtful that the proposed expansion would make economic sense for
Bakken crude alone. With Alberta’s tar sands representing the second largest oil deposit on the
planet, international market demand will inevitably pressure Washington’s crude by rail
terminals to become nothing but transshipment points for Canadlan crude to the world—
leaving us with all the risk and no reward.

What would be the economic effect of a massive spill or rail explosion in our state? Washington
can create real jobs and real prosperity by dedicating our resources to meet transportation
needs without an increase of crude flowing into the state--transit, efficiency, conservation,
walkable communities, electric car manufacture, all are viable options that keep jobs at home
and support responsible development.

The terminals endanger the Columbia River, Chehalis River, and Puget Sound: While some of
the crude has a chance of being used locally at the refineries, both the new merchant terminals
and refinery terminals mean a vast increase in crude oil transiting our waterways--on the way
out of our state. Although its clear intent was to protect Puget Sound, the Magnuson
Amendment to the Marine Mammal Protection Act only limits incoming crude by ship. That
means there is no effective limit, other than rail capacity, on the transit of tar sands into world
markets or Bakken into domestic markets. Washington gets all risk, no reward. (Note: current
restrictions on US crude export are under attack by the American Petroleum Institute through
WTO rules. If oil companies win on that issue, the flood of exports from tar sands and Bakken
becomes doubly problematic.)

The terminals would slow Washington's economic recovery: Committing large volumes of rail
capacity for raw energy export is bad for Washington jobs and retards economic growth. Mixing
coal, Bakken, and tar sands on the rails is a recipe for increased derailment and catastrophic
disasters; likewise, repeated risk exposure through a vast increase in crude and bulk carrier
vessels in the Columbia or Puget Sound virtually guarantees a devastating oil spill of a size that
could easily exceed the two Puget Sound spills that generated so much outcry from citizens ten
years ago. Ecology estimates a single major oil spill in Puget Sound to cost our economy $10.8
billion and impact 165,000 jobs.

Ocean acidification: Opening up the taps to Alberta's tar sands, which these rail terminals
would eventually do (each of the three terminals on the Columbia have had conversations with
tar sands producers), effectively opens up the taps to the second-largest oil deposit on the
planet. This has been described as “game-over” for defending against catastrophic climate




change. Even if this oil is burned elsewhere, the sheer scale of the reserves can easily be traced
to dramatic local climate change and ocean acidification effects.

Governor Inslee, Director Bellon, and Commissioner Goldmark, we urge you to declare a
moratorium on permits for new oil transport infrastructure until Ecology can conduct a
programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that adequately describes the risk the
new infrastructure represents. This EIS should take in account not only the proposals for the
railroad crude oil terminals, but also for the proposed coal export terminals. These projects,
though independent of each other, should be looked at cumulatively to understand the threat
they pose to the state of Washington.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

Bart Mihailovich
Director
Spokane Riverkeeper

Matt Krogh
Campaign Director
ForestEthics

Mike Petersen
Executive Director
The Lands Council

Chris Wilke
Executive Director
Puget Soundkeeper Alliance

Arthur (R.D.) Grunbaum
President . :
FOGH (Friends of Grays Harbor)

Sue Patnude,
Deschutes Estuary Restoration Team

Amy Carey
Executive Director
Sound Action




_ Darlene Schanfald
President , 7
Friends of Miller Peninsula State Park

Kim Abel
President
League of Women Voters of Washington

Stephanie Buffum
Executive Director
Friends of the San Juans

Leslie Ann Rose,
Citizens for a Healthy Bay

Lehman Holder
Sierra CIub

Crina Hoyer
Executive Director
RE Sources for Sustainable Communities



BEFORE THE :
PIPELINE AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SAFETY ADMINISTRATION
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

Hazardous Materials:
Rail Petitions and Recommendations To Improve the
Safety of Railroad Tank Car Transportation

PHMSA-2012-0082 (HM-251) :
Published: 78 Fed. Reg. 54,849 (Sept. 6, 2013)

Comments of the Natural Resources Defense Council,
Sierra Club and Oil Change International on behalf of

Earthjustice
ForestEthics
Public Citizen
Friends of the Earth
Spokane Riverkeeper
Columbia Riverkeeper
Puget Soundkeeper Alliance
Friends of Grays Harbor
Natural Resources Council of Maine
Benicia Good Neighbor Steering Committee
Community In-power and Development Association
Vermont Chapter of the Sierra Club
Audubon Society of New Hampshire

Submitted December 5,2013

L INTRODUCTION

These comments are submitted, in response to the above-captioned Advance Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking by the Sierra Club, Oil Change International and the Natural Resources
Defense Council on behalf of their millions of members and active supporters, and on behalf of
Earthjustice, ForestEthics, Public Citizen, Friends of the Earth, Spokane Riverkeeper, Columbia
Riverkeeper, Puget Soundkeeper Alliance, Friends of Grays Harbor, Natural Resources Council
of Maine, Benicia Good Neighbor Steering Committee, Community In-power and Development




Association, Vermont Chapter of the Sierra Club and Audubon Society of New Hampshire.
These comments respond to: (1) Petitions P-1577, P-1587, P-1595 (regarding retrofitting of
DOT-111 tank cars) and (2) the invitation of the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration (“PHMSA”) to address whether other “operations enhancements” are called for
in the context of rail shipments of crude oil.

II. BACKGROUND
Crude Oil, particularly fracked crude, is highly toxic and dangerous

Crude oil is a hazardous material as defined by the U.S. Department of Transportation.'
Notably, crude has certain properties that make it uniquely dangerous. First, it is a liquid that can
migrate away from the site of an accident or other release and travel into communities, down
waterways, and the like. Crude oil is also gener ally less flammable than other hazardous liquids
(like-ethanol and gasoline), meaning that it is more likely to migrate some distance before
reaching an 1gn1t10n source and catching fire.”

Unlike other liquids transported by rail, untefined crude oil contains a wide range of
contaminants: sulfur and arsenic; toxic metals like mercury, nickel, and vanadium; organic
compounds like phenols, ketones and carboxylic acids.® Hydraulic fracturing, or “fracking”
contributes an additional suite of contaminants, including hydrochloric acid and in some cases
hydrogen sulfide.  Indeed, the Federal Railroad Administration has observed “an increasing
number of incidents involving damage to tank cars in crude oil service in the form of severe
corrosion of the internal surface of the tank, manway covers, and valves and fittings,” and
suggested that this may involve contaminated oil.”

149 C.FR. § 172.101. Hazardous materials are materials that have been determined by the
Secretary of Transportation to be capable of posing an unreasonable risk to health, safety, and
property when transported in commerce 49 C.FR. § 171.8.

% See BP West Coast Products LLC, “Material Safety Data Sheet — Crude Oil,”
http://oilspill.fsu.edu/images/pdfs/msds-crude-oil.pdf, May 13, 2002. (flash point of 20° - 90° F).
3 See U.S. EPA, “Screening-Level Hazard Characterization, Crude Oil Category,”
http://www.epa.gov/chemrtk/hpvis/hazchar/Category Crude%200il March 2011.pdf March,
2011,

*Enbridge Pipelines (North Dakota), LLC, FERC Docket No. 1813-273-000, 2013, (FERC order
granting pipeline operator authority to reject certain Bakken crude oil supplies, due to evidence
that hydrogen sulfide levels can rise to dangerous or even lethal levels.). See also Abrams, L.,
“Fracking chemicals may be making oil more dangerous,”
http://www.salon.com/2013/08/13/fracking_chemicals_may be_making_oil more_ dangerous/,
August 13, 2013.

> See Herrmann, T, FRA, Letter to Jack Gerard, American Petroleum Institute, July 29, 2013 at 4
(reproduced in Attachment 1).




North American crude production is increasing exponentially, with a corresponding boom in
shipments of crude-by-rail

Domestic crude oil production is undergoing a major boom, chiefly because of the
increase in fracking. U.S. Energy Information Administration (“EIA”’) Administrator Adam
Sieminski recently testified that:

Domestic oil production in the United States has increased significantly, and at
7.4 million barrels per day as of April 2013 is now at the highest level since
October 1992, Over the five year period through calendar year 2012, domestic oil

- production increased by 1.5 million barrels per day, or 30%. Most of that growth
occurred over the past 3 years. Lower 48 onshore production (total U.S. Lower 48
production minus production from the federal Gulf of Mexico and federal Pacific)

- rose more than 2 million barrels per day (bbl/d), or 64%, between February 2010
and February 2013, primarily because of a rise in productivity from oil-bearing,
low-permeability rocks.’

This dramatic increase in production has caused a corresponding boom in crude-by-rail. In May
2013, AAR profiled how crude production and crude-by-rail are undergoing twin booms:

Historically, most crude oil has been transported via pipelines. However, in places
like North Dakota that have seen huge recent increases in crude oil production,
the existing crude oil pipeline network lacks the capacity to handle the higher
volumes being produced. Pipelines also lack the operational flexibility and
geographic reach to serve many potential markets. Railroads, though, have

~ capacity, flexibility, and reach to fill the gap.

Small amounts of crude oil have long been transported by rail, but since 2009 the
increase in rail crude oil movements has been enormous. As recently as 2008,
U.S. Class I railroads (including the U.S. Class I subsidiaries of Canadian
railroads) originated just 9,500 carloads of crude oil. By 2011, carloads originated
were up to nearly 66,000, and in 2012 they surged to nearly 234,000. Continued
large increases are expected in 2013. In the first quarter of 2013, Class I railroads
originated a record 97,135 carloads.of crude oil, 20 percent higher than the 81,122
carloads originated in the fourth quarter of 2012 and 166 percent higher than the
36,544 carloads originated in the first quarter of 2012.

Crude oil accounted for 0.8 percent of total Class I carload originations for all of
2012, 1.1 percent in the fourth quarter of 2012, and 1.4 percent in the first quarter
of 2013. It was just 0.03 percent in 2008.

®Hearings Before the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, U. S. Senate, July 16,2013
(Statement of EIA Administrator Sieminski, at 2). '
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Figure 1: The growth of rail as a means of crude transport
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[...]

Assuming, for the sake of simplicity, that each rail tank car holds about 30,000
gallons (714 barrels) of crude oil, the 97,135 carloads originated in the first
quarter of 2013 equal approximately 762,000 barrels per day moving by rail. As a
point of reference, according to EIA data, total U.S. domestic crude oil production
was approximately 7.1 million barrels per day, so the rail share is around 11
percent — up from a negligible percentage a few years ago. !

As also noted by AAR, “North Dakota, and the Bakken region more generally,
have accounted for the vast majority of new crude oil originations.”® During 2013, crude-
by-rail shipments out of North Dakota have fluctuated between 600,000 to 700,000
barrels per day, transporting 61-75% of total Bakken production: °

7 American Association of Railroads, “Moving Crude Petroleum by Rail,”

https://www.aar.org/keyissues/Documents/Background-Papers/Crude-oil-by-rail.pdf

May 2013, at 3-5.

81d., p. 5. '

? See North Dakota Pipeline Authority http://northdakotapipelines.com/directors-cut/
Monthly Updates for April 2013-November 2013 (February 2013-September 2013 data);
“How oil is transported from North Dakota's Williston Basin,” The Globe and Mail,
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/national/how-oil-is-transported-from-north-dakotas-
williston-basin/article15711682/ December 2, 2013.
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Figure 2: The growth of rail in transporting crude oil from the Bakken
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As shown in the data from North Dakota'! and AAR,'? crude-by-rail volumes increased
rapidly from 2009 into the second quarter of 2013, then dipped for several months as a result of
crude pricing that encouraged a shift to pipeline transport. 13 Later in 2013, pricing was again

10 Rail volumes are estimated as a range based on estimates of total crude production, less
volumes to pipeline, truck, and local refining. http:/northdakotapipelines.com/rail-transportation
' See Figure 2 and North Dakota Pipeline Authority. Ibid.

121J.8. Class I railroads (including the U.S. Class I subsidiaries of Canadian railroads) originated
108,605 carloads of crude oil in the second quarter of 2013 (12 percent higher than the 97,135
carloads in the first quarter) and 93,312 carloads in the third quarter. See American Association
of Railroads, “AAR Reports Record Second Quarter Crude-by-Rail Data; Decreased Weekly Rail
Traffic,”
https://www.aar.org/newsandevents/Freight-Rail-Traffic/Pages/2013-08-29-railtraffic.aspx
August 29, 2013; “AAR Reports October and Weekly Rail Traffic Gains, 3Q Crude Oil Up Year
Over Year,” ‘
https://www.aar.org/newsandevents/Freight-Rail-Traffic/Pages/2013-11-07-railtraffic.aspx
November 7, 2013.

13 Fielden, Sandy, RBN Energy, “On the Rails Again? — Bakken Crude Rail Shipments Return to
April Highs.” http://www.rbnenergy.com/on-the-rails-again-bakken-crude-rail-shipments-return-
to-april-highs October 30, 2013. See also Figure 1
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favorable for ra11 and crude production continues to increase, such that crude-by-rail volumes
have rebounded."

Unit Trains account for most of the expansion in crude-by-rail

Unit trains are long freight trains composed of at least 50 and sometimes 100 or more
cars used to transport single bulk products between two points. Unit trains are unloaded on
arrival and returned for another load. Unit trains cut costs (and save time) by eliminating the
need for intermediate yarding and switching between origin and destination, "

These cost savings, combined with the boom in mid-continent production of crude oil
have driven a corresponding boom in the construction of rail terminals designed to handle unit
_trains. According to one recent industry analysis:

The number of rail terminals in producing regions loading crude oil onto rail tank cars
has increased from a handful at the end of 2011 to 88 and growing today. A further 66
crude oil unloading terminals have been built or are under construction.'®

Various industry reports indicate that unit trains account for the vast majority of the
recent boom in crude-by-rail transportation. A presentation by Union Pacific at a recent 1ndustry
conference offered one example of the central role unit trains have played in recent years:'

1 1bid. See also Figure 2.

15 AAR May 2013. Ibid, at.7; Titterton, Paul, GATX, “Crude Oil Tank Cars: Econonncs
Specification, Supply, Regulation, and Risk,”
hitp://www.crude-by-rail-destinations-summit.com/media/downloads/127-paul-titterton-vice-
president-and-group-executive-fleet-management-marketing-and-government-affairs.pdf
February 27,2013, at 5.

16 Fielden, Sandy, RBN Energy, “Crude Loves Rock’n Rail,” http://www.rbnenergy.com/154-
terminals-operating-bnsf-the-dominant-railroad May 12, 2013.

" The full presentation is included as Attachment 2.
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Figure 3: Slide from a presentation by Craig Johnson, Gen. Director — CT. S, Union Pacific
Railway at the Crude-in-Motion Conference 2013

Crude Oil
Manifest vs. Unit Trains

July 2011 ‘ January 2012

Reliable information on the total number of unit trains currently transporting crude oil are
hard to find. But a reasonable estimate is that there are now on the order of 200 unit trains
operating in the U.S. rail system.'® At any time, about 100 trains (half of the total) are
transporting crude from loading to unloading facilities; the other 100 trains are returning for
another load of crude, so tank cars are empty (or backhauling another commodity such as
condensate/diluent). Significant amounts of crude oil continue to be moved in non-unit train
shipments, so there are also sizable numbers of manifest trains transporting crude oil tank cars.

Accidents and releases of crude-by-rail have jumped proportionally

Predictably, the rise in crude transportation by rail has resulted in soaring numbers of
crude oil releases to the environment in the form of both accidents and “non-accident” releases
such as leaks. PHMSA incident records underscore these growing risks. The number of

incidents” involving crude oil transportation by rail are as follows:

2009: 0

2010: 9
2011: 34

18 In 2013, the crude fleet is estimated to be in the order of 30,000 tank cars, providing a crude-
by-rail capability in North America of at least 1 million barrels per day. (Paul Titterton. Ibid at
12-13). Assuming two-thirds of the crude fleet is in U.S. unit trains (with the remainder of cars in
manifest trains, Canada, and out of service for bad orders/etc.) and 100 cars per train, there

- would in the order of 20,000 tank cars comprlsmg 200 unit trains,

The above estimate for number of unit trains is consistent with assuming that 11 unit
trains are loaded daily with an average turn time of 18 days (11 trains x 18 days per roundtrip =
198 unit trains). Available information (see sources in footnotes 7-18) indicates that 10+ unit
trains are loaded daily, with turn times up to 20+ days.

1 AAR May 2013. Ibid, at.7.




2012: 86
2013: 85 (partial)®

Similar statistics were published by the Wall Street Journal, based on data generated by
the Association of American Railroads (“AAR”):*!

Figure 4: Industry shipment and incident reports
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Unfortunately, the surge of incidents and releases has not been matched by an increase in
the resources available to responders and regulators. The same has been true in Canada.”?

Lac-Mégantic

On July 5, 2013, a train hauling 72 tanker cars loaded with 2.0 million gallons of crude
from the Bakken shale oil field in North Dakota slammed into Lac-Mégantic, a town of 6,000

0 Data derived from PHMSA incident reports - http://www.phmsa.dot.gov/hazmat/library/data-
stats/incidents.

%! The Wall Street Journal, “Officials Tighten Crude-Shipping Standards,”
http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB1000142412788732383 8204578654463632065372 Aug.
7,2013.

2% Budget reductions for Canada’s rail safety and hazardous materials transportation program are
reviewed in Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives, The Lac-Mégantic Disaster (October,
2013) at 9.




located in Quebec. Owned by-an American company — Montreal, Maine and Atlantic Railway —
the train had only a single staffer, who abandoned the train in order to sleep in a motel before a
replacement crew arrived to complete the train’s journey to an oil refinery on Canada’s east
coast. The brakes on the five-locomotive train malfunctioned, and it began a seven-mile roll
toward the small town. Reaching a speed in excess of 60 m.p.h, the train reached a bend in the
tracks, derailing and dumping 1.6 million gallons of its contents, which caught fire and
incinerated dozens of buildings. Forty-seven people were killed.”

Figure 5: Post-accident aerial photo of Lac- Mégantic (Reuters)

Information regarding the Lac-Mégantic accident is provided in Attachment 3, “Analysis
of the Potential Costs of Accidents/Spills Related to Crude by Rail.”®* This analysis demonstrates
that the costs of crude-by-rail accidents/spills can be very large, and that a major unit train
accident/spill could cost $1 billion or more for a single event.

As explained in Attachment 3, the Lac-Mégantic rail accident/spill will likely have costs
on the order of $500 million to $1 billion excluding any civil or criminal damages.
Costs/damages for a similar incident could have been substantially higher had it occurred in a
more populated area. Lac-Mégantic is also relevant in that it shows how an accident involving
highly flammable light crude (such as the Bakken crude) can have devastating consequences
even in a small town in terms of loss of human life and widespread explosion and fire damage to
surrounding property. o

Attachment 3 also analyzes the spill of tar sands dilbit from Enbridge’s Line 6B in
Marshall, Michigan: This rupture in 2010 had costs of about $1 billion for Enbridge. The spill
volumes at Marshall (840,000 gallons) were within the range of the amount of spill possible

3 Transportat‘ion Safety Board of Canada, “Railway Investigation R13D0054,” http://www.bst-
tsb.ge.ca/eng/enquetes-investigations/rail/2013/R13D0054/R13D0054.asp#sal September 11,
2013. :

2% This analysis was prepared by The Goodman Group, Ltd, a consulting firm specializing in
energy and regulatory economics, on behalf of Oil Change International.
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(and, in fact, substantially less than the maximum spill) if a crude by rail unit train released much
of its cargo. Costs/damages for similar incident could have also been substantially higher had it
occurred in a more populated area. Marshall is also relevant in showing the high potential cost of
dilbit spills into water (and rail lines are often highly proximate to water).

Alabama

On November 8, 2013, a 90-car unit train carrying 2.7 million gallons of crude oil
derailed and exploded in a rural wetland in western Alabama, spllhng crude oil into the
surrounding wetlands and igniting a fire that burned for several days.* No injuries resulted from
the accident, but a similar accident in a more populated location would certainly have caused
serious risk to public safety.

Figure 6. Aerial photo of Alabama derailment and explosion (Reuters)

Crude oil is a security risk

The explosions in Lac-Megantic and Alabama were accidents, but they could easﬂy have
been created by terrorists. The fact that terrorists haven't yet targeted rail tank cars carrying crude
oil doesn't mean it won't occur in the future. The recent Canadian accidents demonstrate the
amount of death and destruction that can happen if a rail tank car overturns. Terrorists will have
read about these accidents. Without any additional security precautions, crude oil tank cars will
be seen as a soft target for an attack.

% Karlamangla, Soumya, “Train in Alabama oil spill was carrying 2.7 million galldns of crude.”
Los Angeles Times, http:/www.latimes.com/nation/nationnow/la-na-nn-train-crash-alabama-oil-
20131109.0.780637.story November 9, 2013.
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Community Emergency Preparedness Response

When a crude oil spill occurs, local response assets are generally the first ones on scene.
These assets will include those provided by police departments, fire fighters, and emergency
managers. Many times however, these response individuals are unaware of the nature of, and the
threat posed by the materials that are being transported through their communities.

Congress, recognizing a gap in communication, mandated in the “9/11 Act” that rail
companies transporting security sensitive materials, including toxic-by-inhalation materials, but
not including crude oil, improve communication with local officials. Rail carriers are now
required to identify a point of contact and to provide information to (1) state and/or regional
“Fusion Centers” that have been established to coordinate with state, local and tribal officials on
security issues and which are located within the area encompassed by the rail carrier's rail
system; and (2) state, local, and tribal officials in jurisdictions that may be affected by a rail
carrier's routing decisions and who directly contact the railroad to discuss routing decisions.”’
This knowledge enables local communities to have a better understanding of what is being
transported near their homes and schools.

According to the mandate of the 9/11 Act, rail carriers transporting security sensitive
materials are required to select lower-risk routes, based on an analysis of the safety and security
risks presented various routes, railroad storage facilities and proximity of high-consequence
targets along the route. The results of this analysis could dictate the rerouting of the security
sensitive materials to other locations

Crude oil is not currently defined as “security sensitive” so the additional reporting
requirement does not apply to rail carriers transporting crude oil, despite its obvious hazards.

The lack of regulatory guidance on communication about the movement of crude oil via
rail with local officials, neighbors and local businesses is inconsistent with the Administration's
initiatives goal to improve preparedness. President Obama issued a proclamation on August 30,
2013 stating that September 2013 was National Preparedness Month. In this document, the
President also stated that Americans should "refocus our efforts on readying ourselves, our
families, our neighborhoods, and our Nation for any crisis we may face." Additionally he
directed the Federal Emergency Management Agency to "launch a comprehensive campaign to
build and sustain national preparedness with private sector, non-profit, and community leaders
and all levels of government."® Private sector and community preparedness can't occur if the
federal government fails to require the disclosure of information that could help communities
become more prepared. ' ‘

The failure to share information also contradicts the mission of the Citizen Corps, a

2 Implementing Recommendations of the 9/11 Commission Act of 2007, Pub. L. 110-53; 121
Stat. 266.

27 http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2008-11-26/htmI/E8-27826.htm.

%8 http://community.fema.gov/gf2 1i/f/280514/8233733.1/PDF/-
/Presidential_Proclamation National Preparedness Month 2013.pdf
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FEMA-managed initiative. Its mission "is to harness the power of every individual through
education, training, and volunteer service to make communities safer, stronger, and better
prepared to respond to the threats of terrorism, crime, public health issues, and disasters of all
kinds." http://www.ready.gov/citizen-corps. Disasters of all kinds include spills created by
overturned rail tank cars carrying crude oil.

FEMA released a report on the Citizen Corps in September 2012. In this document
entitled “Citizen Corps Councils Registration and Profile Data FY2011 National Report,” FEMA
Administrator Fugate stated that the Citizen Corps Councils provide "the table™ for
collaboration to "(i)ntegrate whole community representatives with emergency managers to
ensure disaster preparedness and response planning represents the whole community and
integrates nontraditional resources."”’ Again, without access to accurate information, the whole
community is unable to adequately plan and integrate resources for disaster response and
preparedness in line with FEMA objectives.

Finally, the failure to share information also contradicts recommendations provided by
former Director of EPA's Office of Emergency Management Deborah Dietrich regarding
coordination between the Citizen Corps and Local Emergency Planning Committees (LEPC).
Ms. Dietrich sent an August 2009 letter to all State Emergency Response Commission (SERC)
Chairs recommending that all LEPCs work more closely with the Citizen Corps regarding the
Emergency Planning and Community Right to Know Act of 1986 (EPCRA). She told them to
consider "whether working more closely with the Citizen Corps could make your EPCRA and -
RMP work more effective.”® Without basic knowledge about crude oil moving through their
communities by rail, these planning committees are unable to accomplish their intended goal.

Safety Rules Are Out of Date

When the 9/11 Act was enacted in 2007, just 5,897 carloads of crude petroleum
originated on U.S. Class I railroads. Last year, that number grew to 233,819 carloads — a growth
of more than 3865%.' In 2013, that number has grown again, totaling 299,052 through the first
3 quarters (averaging about 100,000 per quarter). Assuming volumes will be similar in the fourth
quarter, there will be about 400,000 carloads for all of 2013 — a growth of about 6700% relative
to carloads in 2007.% This exponential growth in unit shipments of crude by rail and associated
incidents, as well as the recent Lac-Mégantic disaster, compel the conclusion that unit shipments
of crude oil demand enhanced safety standards and should be subjected to the re-routing
standards as “security sensitive” materials as set forth in the 9/11 Act.

» FEMA, “Citizen Corps Councils Registration and Profile Data FY2011 National Report,”
https://s3-us-gov-west- 1 .amazonaws.com/dam-production/uploads/20130726-1854-25045-
2121/citizen_corps_councils final_report 9 27 2012.pdf. September 2012.

30 Dietrich, Deborah, Letter to SERC Chairpersons,

fip://tbrpe.org/dri/Documents/L EPC/MISCELLANEOUS/EPA's%20EPCR A%20L etter.pdf.
August 20, 2009.

31 AAR May 2013. Tbid ‘

2 AAR August 29, 2013. Ibid; AAR November 7, 2013. Ibid.
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1. SPECIFIC COMMENTS
A. The Existing Fleet of DOT-111 Tank Cars Needs to Be Replaced or Upgraded

As has been acknowledged by the AAR, the existing fleet of DOT-111 tank cars is simply
unsafe for transporting crude oil or.other hazardous materials. This is evident from Petition P-
1577, in which the AAR calls for higher construction standards for this class of rolling stock.
Among many other deficiencies, the head and shells of DOT-111s are paper thin, and they lack
many other vital safety features, such as head shields and protection for top fittings.

Rail tank cars should be able to withstand “rollover” accidents. But when DOT-111s are
involved in accidents, even at low speeds, almost all of the tank cars rupture and release their
contents. This was documented by the National Transportation Safety Board (“NTSB”) in its
“Cherry Valley accident report,” cited in the ANPR. In that low-speed accident (36 mph), 13 of
15 tank cars ruptured. Ibid. at 76. The NTSB noted that similar disastrous failure rates had been
observed in other accidents (New Brighton, PA — 12 of 23 cars were breached; Arcadia, OH — 28

.of 32 were breached). Ibid. '

These dangerous deficiencies, and the many lethal consequences thereof, have been the
status quo for decades. More than 25 years ago, the NTSB wrote to the U.S. Department of
Transportation’s (“USDOT’s”) Research and Special Programs Administration, complaining that
the then-existing standards for tank cars were inadequate for transporting hazardous materials. In
a 1991 study the NTSB noted that in a series of hazmat-by-rail accidents in 1988, 54 percent of
DOT-111s were destroyed, twice the percentage of DOT-112s and other models. See Attachment
4. The NTSB again scolded: “The inadequacy of the protection provided by DOT-111A tank cars
has been evident for many years in accidents investigated by the Safety Board.” Ibid. at p. 11.

B. PHMSA Should Accept the AAR’s Recommendation to Phase Out Substandard Tankers.

In its November 14, 2013 comments to PHMSA, the AAR reversed its position regarding
the retrofit of the existing DOT-111 fleet and now concedes that new and existing DOT-111s
should be held to higher standards. This meets with the longstanding recommendation of the
NTSB to apply upgraded safety standards to the entire existing fleet, retroactively. See the 1988
NTSB letter included in Attachment 5, at “171,” in which the Safety Board urged USDOT to:

“Establish a specific date by which the ‘grandfather clauses’ no longer permit
hazardous materials to be tlanspm ted in railroad tank cars that do not meet
present safety requirements.”

Given the imminent and significant risk to public safety and the environment posed by
the growth in crude oil transportation by unit trains containing unsafe tankers, we encourage
PHMSA to follow the recommendations of AAR and the NTSB by identifying the soonest-
possible date by which DOT-111 can reasonably be removed from crude oil service, beginning
with the immediate removal of these tankers from service in unit trains transporting crude oil.
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C. Regulatory Changes Are Needed

1. Unit Trains of Crude Oil and Other Hazardous Materials Should be Placed in the
Highest Risk Category

Traditionally, the federal hazardous materials regulations have placed the most stringent
controls on rail cargoes carrying only “ultrahazardous” materials, e.g., poisons-by-inhalation
(“PIH™), toxics-by-inhalation (“’TTH”), the most highly kinetic categories of explosives, and
radioactive materials.> This is based chiefly on the estimated consequences of the rupture of
single tank car and the consequent release of its contents. Evidently, little research has been
conducted as to the likely consequences of an accident involving two or more such cars.

This single-car risk-assessment methodology underwent a significant evolution last
summer, when the AAR revised Circular No. OT-55, its long-standing guidance regarding
“Recommended Railroad Operating Practices for Transportation of Hazardous Materials.” In
Revision N, issued August 5, 2013 (one month after the Lac-Mégantic disaster), the AAR
changed its definition of “Key Trains” — those which are subject to the highest standards for
transport (e.g., speed limits), equipment (only cars with roller bearings) and track (Class II or
above). In revision N, “key trains” are defined as those with a single car of PIH or TIH
- chemicals, a single car of radioactive waste, or 20 cars of any other hazardous material
(including crude oil).

This change is important because it recognizes that trains with dozens of hazmat cars
pose environmental and public safety risks that are disproportionately higher than those posed by
a single tank car. The AAR circular recognizes that when the contents of many breached tank
cars are accumulated and mixed there is a much higher likelihood of conflagrations. With
different kinds of hazardous materials involved, there is a possibility of synergistic reactions that
are beyond prediction. Trains with multiple hazmat tank cars are also much more likely to trigger
acts of terrorism.

We endorse the AAR’s analytical approach. All hazmat unit trains — or at least those with
20 cars of hazardous materials or more — should be required by PHMSA to comply with the
operating standards set out in OT-55-N.

Defining unit train movements of crude oil as security sensitive will also require carriers
to comply with the security measures mandated by the 9/11 Act. These measures include
additional threat assessments, vetting, and possible rerouting of cargo.

3 Error! Main Document Only.See U.S. Governmental Accountability Office, FREIGHT RAIL
SECURITY, Actions Have Been 1aken to Enhance Security, but the Federal Strategy Can Be
Strengthened and Security Efforts Better Monitored, GAO-09-243 (April 2009), in which the
GAO recommends that the Transportation Safety Administration (TSA) alter its dominant focus
on the risks associated with rail transportation of TIH chemicals, and instead prioritize other
types of hazardous materials moving along the nation’s rails.
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2. Expanded Right-to-Know for Communities-at Risk

The nation’s principal right-to-know law, the Emergency Planning and Community
Right-to-Know Act (“EPCRA”), exempts rail shipments of hazardous materials from its
disclosure requirements.* Nothing prevents PHMSA, in the context of this proceeding, from
remedying this derogation of the public’s right to understand the risks to which they are subject
by virtue of living and/or working near a rail line. At a minimum, PHMSA should require
railroads and shippers, working cooperatively, to reveal to the at-risk public:

1. the nature, volumes and frequency of hazmat (including crude oil) shipments moving
regularly through their communities;

2. the risks associated with exposure to these materials in the event of a release;

3. what people should do in the event of a release;

4. where people can get more information.

This information should be distributed to local emergency responders, to local residents
by mail, and posted on an easily accessible website.

Canada is already moving in this direction. Responding to the Lac Mégantic incident,
Transport Canada has adopted new rules requiring rail companies transporting dangerous goods
including crude oil to provide municipalities with regular reports on the nature and volume of the
dangerous goods that the company transports by rail through that municipality. *> PHMSA should
provide the American public with no lesser protection.

3. Emergency Preparedness and Training for Crews, Responders and Communities

Carriers and shippers should provide training for all people at risk from exposure to
hazmat shipments, including crews, responders, and potentially affected residents. Of these, crew
training is the most important, as crews are in a position to prevent many accidents and releases.
Over the decades, the industry has earned a shameful record in this regard. In 2007 the NTSB
noted this long history of substandard emergency planning, dating back to the mid-1980s.

See NTSB, Safety Recommendation R-07-4 and -5 (2007) at 4. Therein the Board stated:

It is the Safety Board’s position that effective emergency planning between
railroads and local communities should foster the voluntary exchange of
emergency response plans, the maintenance of the plans by all parties, and the
evaluation of the plans’ effectiveness. Further, effective planning demands that the
railroads and local communities jointly organize and participate in drills and
exercises as a way of becoming familiar with each other’s plans and as a means of
testing the plans’ overall effectiveness. Ibid. at 6.

3 Codified at 42 U.S.C. § 11001 et seq. The transportation exemption is found at 42 U.S.C. §
11047,

?> Transport Canada, “Protective Direction No, 327

~ http://www.tc.gc.ca/eng/mediaroom/backgrounders-protective-direction-no32-7428.html.
November 20, 2013.
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Now is the time for PHMSA and the industry to take on this responsibility in a
meaningful way. Lac-Mégantic was a wake-up call. We cannot delay this work until another
disaster occurs.

4. Additional Federal Resources Should be Allocated to Assuring the Safety of Crude
Oil Shipments

The Departments of Homeland Security and Transportation should devote more assets
and personnel to reviewing the security plans and assessments conducted by carriers transporting
crude oil. TSA does not currently have enough personnel to adequately perform its rail safety
mission and with the projected increase in crude oil shipments, these resources will be further
strained.

TSA, FRA, and PHMSA should also provide to the relevant congressional committees a
detailed accounting of the rail networks currently used to transport crude oil and other petroleum
products in every state, identifying any weaknesses in existing infrastructure, and describing best
practices to address any deficiencies. Congress can then use this information when determining
TSA, FRA, and PHMSA's budgets. Identifying the gaps in resources will help Congress close
such gaps.

5. Two-person Staffing Should Be Required for All Unit Trains

A unit train carrying crude oil can weigh up to 15,000 tons and extend for well over a
mile in length. Directing such a vehicle from the point of origin to the destination is an
inordinately demanding task, especially given the enormous risks involved if a mistake is made.
The range of tasks and responsibilities imposed on train staff is far too great to identify here, but
they include powering up, maintaining speed (in compliance with ever-changing speed limits,
changing grades, and track conditions), constant visual surveillance of the track and traffic
control signals, continuously operating the radio, completing required paperwork, and remaining
aware of other rail traffic. FRA rules require that each car in a hazmat train be inspected visually
for defects, signs of tampering, and/or the presence of improvised explosive devices. 49 C.F.R.
174.9(b). This could require over a mile of visual tank car inspections, thus requiring a solo
staffer to be away from the locomotive for a long period of time.

Naturally, the task of conducting a train becomes vastly more difficult in the event of a
derailment, vehicular collision, mechanical breakdown, etc. Under such conditions, such a
massive piece of equipment cannot be safely operated by one individual. Some redundancy in
staffing is also needed to maintain safe operations in the event that one of the crew should
become injured or incapacitated. This has been recognized by the Federal Aviation
Administration, which requires two pilots for all commercial flights. Crude-by-rail operations
should be subject to the same requirement.

The evident need for two-person staffing was underscored in a report released by the FRA

last year: “Cognitive and Collaborative Demands of Freight Conductor Activities: Results and
Implications of a Cognitive Task Analysis — Human Factors in Railroad Operations.” Among the
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report’s key findings were these:

Locomotive Engineer and Conductor Function As a Joint Cognitive System
From interviews with conductors and locomotive engineers ... it is clear that both
~ employees function as a joint cognitive system. They closely coordinate tasks
with each other, adaptively share perceptual and cognitive load, and rely on each
other to successfully accomplish the mission of the train. The conductor and
locomotive engineer not only serve as an extension of “eyes” and “ears” for each
other, catching and communicating information that the other may have missed,
but they also extend each other cognitively—filling in knowledge gaps, providing
reminders for upcoming tasks, and contributing jointly to problem-solving and
decision-making situations that arise. This is especially true when a less
experienced crewmember is paired with a more experienced crewmember.”

Earlier this year, the Canadian Ministry of Transport issued an order requiring railroads to-

“Ie]nsure that no locomotive coupled with one or more loaded tank cars transporting [hazardous
materials] is operated on main track or sidings with fewer than two persons qualified under their
company’s requirements for operating employees.*® Americans deserve the same level of
protection.

6. “Positive Train Control” Should Be Mandatory for All Unit Trains of Crude and Other
Hazmats

The Rail Safety Improvement Act of 2008 (“RSIA”), Pub. L. No. 110-432, div. A, 122
Stat. 4848, mandated the implementation of positive train control (PTC) systems by December
31, 2015, on “mainlines” used to transport inter-city rail passengers, commuters, or any amount
of certain highly toxic materials. It should similarly be required for unit train shipments of crude
oil and other hazardous materials.

PTC is a communications-based system designed to prevent certain types of rail accidents.

caused by human factors, including train-to-train collisions; trains entering established work
zones, derailments caused by exceeding safe speeds, and other kinds of operator error. When
certain dangerous conditions are recognized by the PTC system, the train is slowed and/or
stopped automatically.

36 Canadian Ministry of Transport, Emergency Directive Pursuant to Section 33 of the Railway
Safety Act, July 23, 2013 (appended as Attachment 6).

17




Figure 7: Positive Train Control
Basic Operation of a Positive Train Control (PTC) System
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As noted above, the railroads are committed to installing PTC, at an estimated cost of $8
billion. Extending the reach of this technology to unit train shipments of crude oil and other
hazardous materials will entail little in the way of marginal costs, and yield a substantial public
benefit in terms of public safety and environmental protection.

7. Audio and Video Recorders Should Be Installed in the Cabs of all Unit Trains Carrying
Crude Oil or Other Hazardous Materials

The benefits of locomotive cab recorders are obvious. They provide a way to reconstruct
the events surrounding an accident in cases where the staff were killed or absent. At the urging of -
the NTSB, the Federal Aviation Administration began requiring the use of cockpit voice
recorders in commercial aircraft in 1977. See 49 C.F.R. § 121.359. The NTSB has been calling
for the use of voice recorders in locomotives since at least 1997. See NTSB Safety
Recommendation 97-9. The FRA refused. The NTSB reiterated its demand in 2007 — see Safety
Recommendation R-07-3. Still there was no action by the FRA.

In 2010 the NTSB revisited this problem, this time expanding its demand to call for:

the installation, in all controlling locomotive cabs and cab car operating
environments, of crash- and fire-protected inward- and outward-facing image and
audio recorders capable of providing recordings to verify that train crew actions
are in accordance with regulations and procedures that are essential to safety as
well as train operating conditions. The devices should have a continuous 12-hour
recording capability ...

Safety Recommendation 10-1 (2010) at 67.
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Of the many lessons offered by Lac-Mégantic, one is that the NTSB’s pleas regarding

audio and voice recorders should finally be honored.

IV. CONCLUSION

Rail shipments of crude oil throughout the United States have clearly risen to unprecedented
levels and are likely to increase further in the near future. The regulatory regime currently in
place requites significant improvements in order that the public be protected from threats
associated with this burgeoning trade. This must include the following:

1.

The existing fleet of DOT-111 tank cars must be replaced or upgraded. PHMSA should
follow the recommendations of the AAR and the NT'SB by identifying the soonest-
possible date by which DOT-111 can reasonably be removed from crude oil service,
beginning with the immediate removal of these tankers from unit trains transporting

crude oil.

Unit trains of crude oil and other hazardous materials should be placed in the highest risk
category of Hazmat shipments.

The exemption for rail shipments of hazardous materials including crude oil from the
disclosure requirement of the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act
(“EPCRA”) must be removed. Information regarding the content of all shipments and
relevant risks and emergency procedures should be distributed to local emergency
responders, to local residents by mail, and posted on an easily accessible website.
Emergency preparedness and training for crews, responders and communities at risk from
an incident involving hazardous materials including crude oil should be carried out
among all communities at risk.

Additional federal resources should be allocated to assuring the safety of crude oil
shipments. Greater coordination between PHMSA and the Department of Homeland
Security is essential for assuring public safety in light of the vulnerability to terrorist
attack of hazardous material transport via rail through the United States.

Two-person staffing should be required for all unit trains.

“Positive Train Control” should be mandatory for all unit trains of crude oil and other
hazardous materials.

Audio and video recorders should be installed in the cabs of all unit trains carrying crude
oil or other hazardous materials.

Thank you for consideration,

David Pettit Devorah Ancel Lorne Stockman

Senior Attorney Staff Attorney Research Director
Natural Resources Defense Sierra Club Oil Change International
Council :
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Q

U.S. Depariment 1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE
of Trangporiuiion Washington, DG 20590

Federal Railroad
Administration

JUL 279 201

Mr. Jack Gerard

American Petroleum Institute
1220 L Street NW
Washington, DC 20005

Dear Mr. Gerard:

' The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is reviewing potential safety issues related to the
transportation of crude oil by rail. FRA has specific safety concerns about the proper
classification of crude oil being shipped by rail, the subsequent determination or selection of
the proper tank car packaging used for transporting crude oil, and the corresponding tank car
outage requirements. This letter presents the basis for FRA’s concerns regarding these
potential safety issues, notifies you of our intended path forward, and provides
recommendations to help ensure compliance with the Department of Transportation’s (DOT)
applicable Hazardous Materials Regulations (HMR; Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) Parts 171-180). In addition, we request that you distribute this letter to those of your
members that ship crude oil via rail.

Industry statistics demonstrate that, in terms of rail originations, crude oil shipments are the
fastest growing of all hazardous materials shipped by rail. According to the Association of

American Railroads’ (AAR) Annual Report of Hazardous Materials Transported by Rail for
2012, the number of crude oil originations has increased by 443 percent since 2005,

Table 1: Annual number of originations of tank cars containing crude oil, hazardous
materials in tank cars, and all hazardous materials

Year Crude Oil Crude Oil Total HM in tank Total HM
(4910165) (4915165) _cars .
2005 2,626 (71) 4,472 (45) ' 1,355,070 1,587,469
2006 2,573 (71) 3,510 (61) 1,370,674 1,571,665
2007 | 2,235 (79) 4,772 (46) 1,440,341 1,088,294
2008 7,524 (34) 4,368 (51) 1,444,194 1,999,757
2009 7,961 (28) 4,940 (42) 1,379,949 1,895,066
2010 27,979 (8) 5,746 (40) 1,525,540 2,085,361
2011 74,057 (4) 6,117 (40) 1,616,580 2,242,389 .
2012 257,450 (2) 7,096 (48) 1,789,529 - 2,474,356




In addition, crude oil transportation presents unique operating considerations because, in
general, crude oil is transported in units of cars (blocks of crude oil cars within a train) and
by entire unit trains consisting wholly of tank cars containing crude oil. Tank cars containing
crude oil are typically loaded by one of two methods: transloading (where crude oil from
cargo tanks is transferred directly into tank cars) or bulk loading operations (where crude oil
is delivered to a bulk storage facility and the crude oil is then transferred from storage tanks
to the railroad tank cars). In both operations, there is a blend of crude oil from a variety of
sources in each tank car and the properties of the materials may vary depending on the
constituent crude oils. :

The HMR require that an offeror (shipper) of a hazardous material properly classify and
describe the hazardous material. See 49 CFR § 171.1. To attest compliance with the HMR,
a shipper of a hazardous material must also certify that the hazardous material being offered
into transportation is offered in compliance with the HMR. Further, the HMR prohibit a
shipper from offering hazardous material for transportation unless a tank car being used to
transport such hazardous material meets the applicable HMR requirements. See, for
example, 49 CFR § 171.2. Only after the properties of a hazardous material are determined
and the material is properly classified can a shipper ensure compliance with the HMR. In the
case of crude oil, relevant properties to properly classify the material include: flash point,
corrosivity, specific gravity at loading and reference temperatures, and the presence and
concentration of specific compounds such as sulfur (as found in sour crude oil). This
information enables a shipper to properly classify a hazardous material and select the proper
HMR-authorized packaging for transportation of that hazardous material. Such information
and determination of the authorized packaging also ensures that the required tank car outage
can be maintained.

FRA’s safety concerns stem from the following three considerations.

1. Crude oil transported by rail often derives from different sources and is then blended,
so it is critical that shippers determine the proper classification of the crude oil per the
HMR. FRA audits of crude oil loading facilities indicate that the classification of
crude oil being transported by rail is often based solely on Material Safety Data Sheet
(MSDS) data that only provides a material classification and a range of material
properties. - This MSDS information is typically provided by the consignee to the
shipper, and the shipper is unaware of validation of the values of the crude oil

- properties. Further, FRA’s audits indicate that MSDS information is not gleaned
from any recently conducted tests or from testing for the many different sources
(wells) of the crude oil. For example, a shipper provided information to FRA
showing that crude oil being transported by rail had a flash point of 68° F, or a
Packing Group I hazardous material. However, the crude oil had been improperly
classified as a Packing Group III material and was being transported in AAR class
tank cars that were not equipped with the required design enhancements. This
constituted a misuse of the crude oil HMR packaging exceptions and subsequent
violations of the HMR.




The HMR contain exceptions that allow for the use of non-DOT-specification tank
cars for the transportation of crude oil in certain circumstances, Title 49 CFR
§ 173.150(f)(1) states, “A flammable liquid with a flash point at or above 38 °C
(100 °F) that does not meet the definition of any other hazard class may be
reclassified as a combustible liquid.” Further, 49 CFR § 173.150(f)(3) allows .
materials that are classified as combustible liquids to be transported in non-DOT-
specification bulk packagings.! As such, AAR 211 class cars are permitted to be used
to transport crude oil that has been classified as a Packing Group III material with a
relatively high flash point. These cars are not built and/or maintained to the standard
- of a DOT-specification tank car. This distinction has safety implications if the crude
oil being transported has been improperly classified and actually has a lower flash
point and is a Packing Group I flammable liquid hazardous material. . If improperly
classified, the crude oil might then be shipped in a lesser standard tank car, as
occurred in the above example.

Unfortunately, the AAR standard transportation commodity code data does not
distinguish between the different packing groups within the hazard class. Without
further information in that regard, and in relation to the accuracy of crude oil
classifications being made, FRA can only speculate as to the number of potential
crude oil shipments that are being made in AAR class tank cars in violation of the
HMR. Recently, the AAR Tank Car Committee introduced new requirements for
tank cars constructed for ethanol and crude oil (Packing Groups I and II) service. The
new requirements are intended to improve the crashworthiness of the tank cars and
include a thicker shell, head protection, top fittings protection, and relief valves with a
greater flow capacity. Clearly, any improper classification of crude oil and
subsequent shipment in an unauthorized tank car contravenes these industry efforts to
improve the safety of transporting hazardous materials, and it also contravenes the
requirements of the HMR.

2. Title 49 CFR § 173.24b(a) sets the minimum tank car outage for crude oil at 1 percent
at a reference temperature based on the existence of tank car insulation. A crude oil
shipper must know the specific gravity of the hazardous material at the reference
temperature as well as the temperature and specific gravity of the material at that
temperature when loaded. This information is then used to calculate the total quantity
that can be safely loaded into the car to comply with the HMR’s 1-percent outage
requirement. Because it is likely that the temperature of the hazardous material
loaded into the car is Jower than the reference temperature, the outage after the car is
loaded will likely be greater than 1 percent. If the outage is not properly calculated
because the material’s specific gravity is unknown (or is provided only as a range),
the tank car could be loaded such that if the temperature increases during
transportation, the tank will become shell-full and the material will leak from the
valve fittings or manway.

! Section 172.102, Special Provision B1, states, “If the material has a flash point at or above 38 °C (100 °F) and
below 93 °C (200 °F), then the bulk packaging requirements of § 173.241 of this subchapter are applicable.”




Since 2004, approximately 10 percent of the one-time movement approval (OTMA
requests that FRA has received have been submitted to move overloaded tank cats.”.
Of these requests, 33 percent were tank cars containing flammable liquids. FRA

- notes that tank cars overloaded by weight are typically identified when the tank cars
go ovet a weigh-in-motion scale at a railroad’s classification yard. As indicated
above, crude oil is typically moved in unit trains, and the cats in a unit train do not
typically pass over weigh-in-motion scales in classification yards. Therefore it is
unlikely that FRA would receive many OTMA requests for overloaded tank cars
containing crude oil. Moreover, crude oil accounted for the most nonaccident
releases (NARs) by commodity in 2012, nearly doubling the next highest commodity
(alcohols not otherwise specified, which accounts for a comparable annual volume
transported by rail). FRA’s data indicates that 98 percent of the NARs involved -
loaded tank cars. Also, less than 2 percent of the NARs occurred at the bottom outlet
valve. Product releases through the top valves and fittings of tank cars when the
hazardous material expands during transportation suggest that loading facilities may
not know the specific gravity of the hazardous materials loaded mto railroad tank
cars, resulting in a lack of sufficient outage. .

3. FRA’s review of the OTMA data also indicates an increasing number of incidents
involving damage to tank cars in crude oil service in the form of severe corrosion of
the internal surface of the tank, manway covers, and valves and fittings. A possible
cause is contamination of the crude oil by materials used in the fracturing process that
are corrosive to the tank car tank and service equipment. Therefore, when crude oil is
loaded into tank cars, it is critical that that the existence and concentration of specific
elements or compounds be identified, along with the corrosivity of the materials to
the tank car tanks and service equipment. Proper identification of these elements will
enable a shipper to ensure the reliability of the tank car. Proper identification also
enables a shipper to determine if there is a need for an interior coating or lining,
alternative materials of construction for valves and fittings, and performance
requirements for fluid sealing elements, such as gaskets and o-rings.

As a result of the concerns outlined above, FRA is investigating whether crude oil is being
propetly classified and, subsequently, whether the proper tank car packagings are being used
for transportation, As part of this investigation, FRA will be requesting analytical data
supporting the current classification of a shipper’s crude oil, as well as information related to
shipper crude oil loading practices. If analytical data regarding the current classification of
crude oil is not available, FRA, in partnership with the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
‘Safety Administration (PHMSA), may use PHMSA’s Hazardous Materials Testing Program.
Under this program, a sample of a shippet’s hazardous material is sent to a certified
laboratory for testing, and the results of the laboratory testing are then shared with the
shipper. FRA may also consider exercising its authority under 49 CFR § 109.9 to determine
whether crude oil is being properly classified and transported in HMR -authorized packaging.
If an investigation reveals that crude oil is not being propetly classified per the HMR, FRA
may use its enforcement tools to address noncompliance. Some of these enforcement tools

2 Per 49 CFR § 174.50, an OTMA is required to move a nonconforming DOT-specification bulk packaging for
cleaning and/or repair. -




include the issuance of compliance orders, emergency orders, and civil penalties, See
49 CFR Parts 209 and 211.

FRA recommends that shippers evaluate their processes for testing, classifying, and
packaging the crude oil that they offer into transportation via railroad tank car. The
frequency and type of testing should be based on a shipper’s knowledge of the hazardous
material, with specific consideration given to the volume of hazardous material shipped, the
variety of sources that the hazardous material is generated from, and the processes that
generate the hazardous material.

FRA welcomes the opportunity to assist crude oil shippers in their efforts to comply with the
HMR. Please contact Mr. Karl Alexy, Staff Director, Hazardous Materials Division, at
(202) 493-6245 or Karl.Alexy@dot.gov to discuss this matter further.

Sincerely,

Thomas J. Herrmann »
Acting Director, Office of Safety Assurance and Compliance
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Analysis of the Potential Costs of Accidents/Spills
| Related to Crude by Rail

Prepared

by

lan Goodman
Brigid Rowan

on behalf of
Oil Change International

‘ Before the
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration
in the Context of
Hazardous Materials: Rail Petitions and Recommendations to Improve
the Safety of Railroad Tank Car Transportation
Docket No. PHMSA-2012-0082 (HM-251)
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1. Introduction

This analysis was prepared by The Goodman Group, Ltd. (TGG), a consulting firm
specializing in energy and regulatory economics,’ on behalf of Oil Change International.
Any findings, conclusions or opinions are those of TGG and the authors and do not
necessarily reflect those of Oil Change International. '

The costs of crude by rail (CBR) accidents/spills can be very large. This analysis
demonstrates that a major crude by rail (CBR) unit train accident/spill could cost $1
billion or more for a single event.

The following examples provide key support for our findings:

1. The explosion, fire and spill of Bakken crude from a train derailment in Lac-
Mégantic, QC (2013): The Lac-Mégantic rail accident/spill will likely have costs in
the order of $500 million to $1 billion. Costs/damages for a similar incident could
have been substantially higher had it occurred in a more populated area. Lac-
Mégantic is also relevant in that it shows how an accident involving highly
flammable light crude (such as the Bakken crude) can have devastating
consequences even in a small town in terms of loss of human life and
widespread explosion and fire damage to surrounding property.

2. The spill of tar sands dilbit? from Enbridge’s Line 6B in Marshall, Ml (2010): This
rupture had costs of about $1 billion for Enbridge. The spill volumes at Marshall
were within the range of the amount of spill possible (and, in fact, substantially
less than the maximum spill) if a crude by rail unit train released much of its
cargo. Costs/damages for similar incident could have also been substantially
higher had it occurred in a more populated area. Marshall is also relevant in

! www.thegoodman.com This analysis was co-authored by lan Goodman and Brigid Rowan.
2 Diluted bitumen. Raw bitumen (a very heavy asphalt-like crude produced from the Albertatar sands) is
diluted for the purposes of rail and pipeline transport. Bitumen is transported in various forms, including a)
SCO (raw bitumen upgraded to light synthetic crude oil), b) raw bitumen mixed with a petroleum-based
diluent (such as naphtha or condensate) to make it less viscous, or ¢) raw bitumen (no diluent). SCO and
dilbit (diluted bitumen to pipeline specifications, 25-30% diluent) can be transported in standard (non-
coiled and non- msulated) tank cars and pipelines. Railbit (bitumen with 15-20% diluent) and raw bitumen
can be transported in coiled and insulated tank cars (which are also sometimes used to transport dilbit).
Keystone XL Draft Supplemental EIS, p. 1.4-49. Accessed October 30, 2013.
http:/keystonepipeline-xl.state.gov/documents/organization/205654.pdf
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showing the high potential cost of dilbit spills into water (andyrail lines are often
highly proximate to water).?

The AAR petition for rulemaking states:*

AAR surveyed its members for information on derailments involving packing
group | and Il materials from '2004-2008. The derailments resulted in one fatality
and eleven injuries, the release of approximately 925,000 gallons of these
hazardous materials, and cleanup costs totaling approximately $63 million.

The Village of Barrington petition for rulemaking responds:®

Furthermore, while AAR claims that derailment costs totaled approximately $64
million over the past five years, including equipment, lading, response and
environmental remediation costs," [footnote 17 in original: March 9, 2011 Petition
for Rulemaking letter to Dr. Magdy El-Sibae from Michael Rush of the
Association of American Railroads at page 2, footnote 7.] Petitioners question the
accuracy of industry's cost-benefit claims. In reviewing the derailment cost chart
at Attachment B of AAR's petition, PHMSA should note that there is no apparent
accounting for costs associated with civil litigation in the wake of derailments.
However, in the Cherry Valley/Rockford derailment, CN paid over $36 million in
October of 2011 to settle a lawsuit brought by the family of only one victim. AAR's
chart, however, reflects costs of only $8 million for that incident. [footnote 18 in
original: At the very least, Petitioners believe it would make sense for the PHMSA
to ascertain the costs stemming from civil litigation for the entire list of
derailments incidents that the AAR provided to your office on March 9, 2011.
Even if it doesn't yet completely balance the cost-benefit equation in favor of
public safety, Petitioners would guess that the plaintiffs' bar would look forward to
securing ever higher awards for future victims of derailments based on the public
record demonstrating that industry chose to do nothing meaningful in terms of
investing in a retrofit program of tank cars that are known to be dangerous and
that are.increasingly serving as a rolling pipeline for the ethanol and crude oil
industries.] ‘

® The discussion of the costs of the Lac-Mégantic disaster and the Marshall, Ml pipeline rupture is partly
based on excerpts from a TGG report filed as written expert testimony at Canada’s National Energy
Board:

“The Relative Economic Costs and Benefits of the Line 9B Reversal and Line 9 Capacity Expansion,”
August 8, 2013, pp. 38-41. Accessed October 23, 2013.

https://www.neb-one.ge.calll-eng/livelink.exe ?func=11&0bjld=9856638&0objAction=0pen

* See http://www.requlations.qgov/# documentDetail; D=PHMSA-2012-0082-0005 p. 2. Accessed October
29, 2013. , ' ‘

® See http://www.regulations.gov/#documentDetail; D=PHMSA-2012-0082-0006 p. 8. Accessed October
29, 2013. '
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In fact, even a single accident relating to a crude by rail unit train can have dramatically
higher costs than the costs taken into account in the AAR’s cost-benefit claims. As
further explained in this briefing, this analysis will demonstrate that a major crude by rail
unit train accident/spill, involving either dilbit or a very light crude such as Bakken, could
cost $1 billion or more for a single event.

We have limited our cost analysis to environmental and socio-economic impacts that
directly affect economic activity and can be somewhat readily (albeit approximately)
quantified using market economics. These costs escalate very quickly in more densely
populated urban areas. Moreover, as we have witnessed firsthand in Quebec, in
summer 2013, unconventional crudes (such as Bakken and dilbit) have hazardous
characteristics (notably flammability), such that their unsafe transport can resultin the
loss of human life. We have not attempted to assign a cost to potential effects on

human health and safety or to broader effects on ecosystems (notably residual effects).®

As noted above, two relevant examples to support our findings that a single unit-train
accident/spill could result in very large costs are the following:

1. the explosion, fire and spill of Bakken crude from a train derailment in Lac-
Mégantic, QC (2013).
2. the spill of tar sands dilbit from Enbridge’s Line 6B in Marshall, MI (2010).

For each example, TGG will provide:

1. description of the disaster,

2. the cost and sources of the cost data; .

3. the relevance of the example to estimating the potential costs of CBR
accidents/spills.

® Residual effects are those effects remaining after implementation of mitigation measures, such as
emergency response and decontamination efforts.
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2. Estimated Costs of the Crude by Rail Disaster at Lac-
Mégantic

2.1. Description of Disaster

According to the Transportation Safety Board of Canada (TSB), “[o]n JLjIy 6 2013, a unit
train carrying petroleum crude oil operated by Montreal, Maine & Atlantic Railway
(MMA) derailed numerous cars in Lac-Mégantic, Quebec, and a fire and explosions
ensued.””

The train with five locomotives was pulling 72 DOT-111 tanker cars full of light crude oil
from the Bakken shale play in North Dakota to the Irving QOil refinery in Saint John, New
Brunswick. The train was operated by Montreal Maine & Atlantic Railway. The train
broke away and derailed, unleashing an explosive ball of burning Bakken crude, which
incinerated the downtown core of this small Quebec town.®

Quebec’s Department of Sustainable Development, Environment and Parks reports that
this rail accident released 6.0 million litres® of crude oil into the environment (affecting
soil, water and air)."® Among its other findings (as of October 28, 2013):

A total of 7.7 million litres'" of crude oil were on the runaway MMA train
from a total of 72 tankers, 63 spilled and 9 avoided spilling during the accident

43 million litres of oily water have been recovered from Lac-Mégantic's city
centre (sewer system, lake, and grounds)

52,000 litres of oily water removed from the nearby Chaudiére River

’ See TSB website, Railway investigation R13D0054. Accessed October 29, 2013,
http://www.bst-tsb.gc.ca/eng/enquetes-investigations/rail/2013/R13D0054/R13D0054.asp

8 “Lac-Mégantic: What we know, what we don't,” Montreal Gazette, July 22, 2013. Accessed August 2,
2013. :
http://www.montrealgazette.com/news/M%C3%A9gantic+What+know+what+know/862666 1/story.html

® Equivalent to 1.6 million gallons.

1% See Quebec Department of Sustainable Development, Environment and Parks website, Train Accident
in Lac-Mégantic (content in French: Ministére du Développement durable, de I'Environnement, de la
Faune et des Parcs (MDDEFP), Accident ferroviaire a Lac-Mégantic),.Accessed November 8, 2013
http://www.mddep.gouv.qgc.ca/lac-megantic/index.htm; and specifically ‘

Summary Table on quantities of oil estimated as of October 28, 2013 (Tableau-Synthése: Estimation au
28 octobre 2013 des quantités de pétrole brut léger impliquées dans I'accident a Lac-Mégantic)
hitp://www.mddefp.gouv.gc.callac-megantic/20131028-tableau-synthese-petrole.pdf

" Equivalent to 2.0 million gallons.
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the oily water recovered has concentrations of oil ranging from 2% to 50%, and it
is not possible to determine the exact amount of oil actually recovered.

“The catastrophe killed 47 residents and levelled more than 40 buildings.” '

According to a September 11, 2013 TSB news release, “TSB test results indicate that
the level of hazard posed by the petroleum crude oil transported in the tank cars on the
accident train was not accurately documented.” The crude was “offered for transport,
packaged, and transported as a Class 3, PG Ill product, which represented it as a lower
hazard, less volatile flammable liquid.”13

2.2. Costs énd Sources of Cost Data

The TSB investigation into the accident is still ongoing.™ It is still too early to know the
final costs for this disaster (including decontamination, town reconstruction, economic
recovery, and compensation for victims’ families); but TGG estimates these costs to
be in the hundreds of millions (in the order of $500 million to $1 billion).

Preliminary clean-up bills for damage to the town doubled in the weeks following the
accident from $4 million to almost $8 million. The MM&A Railway stated at the end of
July that it was unable to pay clean-up costs because it was not getting funds fromits
insurers. At the time, MM&A had outstanding bills for $7.8 million. MM&A also publicly
raised the concern that it could go bankrupt.” In response, the Quebec government
ordered World Fuel Services Corp. to assist with the ciean-up. World Fuel “purchased
the oil from producers in North Dakota’s Bakken region, then leased and loaded rail

2 McNish, Jacquie and Justin Giovanetti, “Oil Company Disputes Lac-Méganitc Cleanup Order,” Globe
and Mail. Accessed August 4.
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/national/oil-company-disputes-lac-megantic-cleanup-
order/article13518237/
3 “TSB calls on Canadian and U.S. regulators to ensure properties of dangerous goods are accurately
determined and documented for safe transportation,” TSB News release, September 11, 2013. Accessed
October 29, 2013.
http://www.bst-tsb.gc.ca/eng/medias-media/communiques/rail/2013/r13d0054-20130911.asp
The news release further explains that this misclassification may partly explain why the crude lgnlted SO
qwckly following the rupture. .

* See the TSB active investigation page for Lac-Mégantic:
http://www.bst-tsb.gc.ca/eng/enquetes-investigations/rail/2013/R13D0054/R13D0054.asp.
* Blatchford, Andy, “Railway says it can’t pay for Lac-Mégantic disaster cleanup”
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/national/mma- Iavs—off-nearlv-one-thlrd of-quebec—workforce-
union/article 1349697 0/#dashboard/follows/
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cars and arranged for their transport to an Irving Oil refnery in New Brunswick.”"® World
Fuel is dlsputmg the cleanup order.

“In the end, says one expert in civil responsibility, taxpayers could be stuck with a
bill in the hundreds of millions of dollars.

Quebec law professor Daniel Gardner says he highly doubts MM&A has enough
coverage to absorb the massive, combined financial liabilities of damages like
environmental cleanup, emergency-crew salaries and lawsuits.

In fact, he believes the Lac-Megantic derailment could have more financial
conseguences than any other land disaster in North American history.

“The whole cost of this will be far closer to $1 billion than to $500 million,” said
the Universite Laval academic, adding he would be surprised if the railway had a
total of $500 million in coverage. '

“What will probably happen? ...The company will go bankrupt, insurance
~ coverage won't be enough.”

Gardner expects governments will wind up covering the difference. !’

On August 7, 2013, MM&A filed for bankruptcy in both Canada (Quebec) and the US
(Maine)."®

“It has become apparent that the obligations of both companies now
exceed the value of their assets, including prospective insurance
recoveries,” MM&A chairman Edward Burkhardt said in a statement
Wednesday.

Filing for bankruptcy is “the best way to ensure fairness of treatment to all
" in these tragic circumstances,” he said.

The decision means the company will start a judge-supervised process to
determine how much money will be paid to its various creditors. The
process, which allows the company to tackle its unmanageable debt load
and remain viable, can be lengthy and typically places secured creditors
ahead of those seeking compensation through a lawsuit.

16 See footnote 12.

7 See footnote 15.

8 Mackrael, Kim and Tu Thanh Ha, “MM&A files for creditor protection after Lac-Mégantic rail dlsaster
Globe and Mail. Accessed August 7.
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/national/rail-company-involved-in-megantic-disaster-files-for-
bankruptcy/article13644535/#dashboard/follows/ -
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MM&A'’s insurance provider, XL Group, has so far declined to cover the
cleanup bills, leaving the province to step in and pay more than $8-million
to ensure the work continues.

The court documents indicate that XL has no plans to contribute to
continuing environmental recovery costs because it has decided to
prioritize claims from victims affected by the disaster. MM&A’s insurance
policy with XL covers the company for up to $25-million, according to the
court documents.

Because of the number of claims and the amounts being claimed, the
insurer “cannot provide for payment of covered environmental cleanup
costs to the detriment of the third-party claimants, especially where the
amounts of the claims exceed the limit of the coverage,” the documents
state.

~ Based on the information provided above, the now bankrupt MM&A has liabilities in
excess of assets, minimal insurance coverage ($25 million); and the insurer has so far
refused to pay environmental cleanup costs.

Ongoing squabbling has recently intensified between Quebec and the Canadian federal
government over who should pay for the clean-up, economic recovery and town
reconstruction. Quebec is insisting that the federal government pitch in more than the
$60M they have committed to. In the October 2013 Throne Speech, the federal
government promised to help more with decontamination and reconstruction but have
yet to commit to an exact amount.

The Quebec governrﬁent has still not supplied the federal government with é cost
estimate for the cleanup and reconstruction. Federal officials refuse to commit to a fixed
amount without a final bill."

While MM&A is bankrupt, some $25 million in derailment insurance pdlicy is earmarked
by the US bankruptcy trustee for the victim’s families. There is a possibility that
“additional compensation could be obtained for the families from a second insurance
policy or from the sale of the company’s assets, but these amounts are uncertain.?

' The Globe and Mail, “Throne Speech to promise help with Lac-Mégantic cleanup, but not a ‘blank
cheque,’ insiders say,” October 15, 2013. _
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/politics/throne-speech-to-promise-help-with-lac-megantic-cleanup-
but-not-a-blank-cheque-insiders-say/article 1488307 9/#dashboard/follows/

“Montreal Gazette, “Quebec rail victims could begin to see compensation in mid-2014: U.S. trustee,”
October 22, 2013.
http://www.montrealgazette.com/business/Quebec+rail+victims+could+begin+compensation+mid2014/90

66861/story.html
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Certainly, even individual victims of derailment have recently received compensation
greater than $25 million,?" therefore higher compensation, if available, would be
justifiable.

On the decontamination costs alone there are a series of estimates:

e In.late July 2013, a Quebec-based Ecotoxicoldgist, Emilien Pelletier, estimafes
that the bill just for decontamination would be $500 million and that doesn't
include town reconstruction.??

e In early August 2013, MM&A was reported to have estimated the
decontamination costs at $200 million in court documents.?

e In an October 2013 article, the Quebec government recently estimated the soil
decontamination costs alone at $150 million.*

Overall costs estimates vary from several hundred million dollars to $1 billion:

o Asindicated above, Quebec law professor, Daniel Gardner, estimated in August
that the costs would far closer to $1 billion than $500 million.*

e In Septembér 2013, the Toronto Star reported that cleanup costs are pegged as
high as $500 million by some estimates.”

e On October 15, 2013, the Globe and Mail (Canada’s National paper), indicated
that “[e]xperts and government officials expect that the bill will easily reach
$200-million, and could even end up in the vicinity of $1-billion.”*

In light of the above, it would appear that the minimum decontamination costs would be
$200 million-and the minimum total costs (decontamination, town reconstruction and

! See footnote 5.

2 See http://www.ledevoir.com/environnement/actualites-sur-l-environnement/383941/blanchet

2 gee http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/national/quebec-could-still-be-on-hook-for-cleanup-

bill/article13680378/#dashboard/follows/ and

Q}tp://www.thestar.com/news/canada/ZO13/08/09/|ac megantic cleanup to_stretch into_next year.html
See

http://www.thestar.com/news/canada/2013/10/03/lacmegantic_ottawa to pitch in_more money for clea

nup_of train_derailment.html

% See footnote 15.

% See

http://www.thestar.com/news/canada/2013/09/24/lac_megantic _cleanup guebec asks federal governm

ent to share_bill.html#

2" See footnote 19.
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economic recovery, and compensation for victims’ families) would be approximately
$500 million. The total bill could escalate to $1 billion and beyond. The updated
information is consistent with TGG’s August 2013 estimate from the NEB expert report:

“It is far too early to know the final costs for this disaster but they are estimated
to be in the hundreds of millions, and possibly exceed $1 billion.”

2.3. Relevance of Lac-Mégantic to Estlmatlng the Costs of CBR
Acmdents/SplIIs

The Lac-Mégantic tragedy is directly relevant to an estimation of the costs of a major
CBR accident/spill for the following reasons:

1. It demonstrates the consequences of a CBR accidentin a small town by a lake,
thus proximate to people, water and economic activity.

2. The Lac-Mégantic tragedy demonstrates the effect of a rupture of 63 tank cars on
a unit train with a total of 72 tankers, all carrying Bakken crude.

3. Bakken crude, which caused the explosion, is very light, and has hazardous
characteristics (notably flammability).

4. Rail is now transporting over 600,000 barrels per day (and over 60% of the total)
from Bakken production.?

5. More generally, the rapid expansion of CBR results from the rapid expansion in
production and transport of unconventional crudes (Bakken and other light
crudes from shale/tight oil plays and dilbit and other heavy crudes from Canadian
tar sands).® :

%8 See footnote 3, p. 39.

% See North Dakota Pipeline Authority website. Accessed October 30, 2013.
http://northdakotapipelines.com/directors-cut/.

Monthly Updates for April 2013-October 2013 (February 2013-August 2013 data), reporting transport by
ra|I ranging from 600,000 to 700,000 barrel per day, comprising 61-75% of total Bakken production.

% To date, a sizable proportion of overall recent CBR activity relates to Bakken production. The Keystone
XL Draft Supplemental EIS (KXL DSEIS) assumes that CBR could be rapidly expanded to transport
expanded Canadian tar sands production of dilbit and other heavy crudes, so as to provide a viable
alternative to expanded pipeline capacity. The KXL DSEIS analysis of tar sands CBR is flawed and

_potentially misleading because it assumes that CBR can be quickly and vastly scaled up, with no
_significant operating, logistical, ecoriomic or regulatory constraints. Nonetheless, some Western
Canadian production is already being transported by rail into the US (including dilbit, railbit, and raw
bitumen, from both tar sands and non-tar sands), and there is a potential for further expansion of CBR
transport of unconventional Canadian crudes.
See footnote 29; Titterton, Paul, Tank Car Update: Presentation to SWARS, February 28, 2013.
Accessed October 30, 2013.
http://www.swrailshippers.com/swars pdfs/2013_gatx_presentation.pdf;
(footnote continued on next page)
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6. In addition to the devastation of the Lac-Mégantic town center, there has been
significant release of crude oil (6.0 million Ilters or 1.6 mllllon gallons) into the
environment (affecting soil, water and air).®’

7. There are very serious concerns about who will bear the financial responsibility
for the disaster.

Although the Lac-Mégantic accident/spill was devastating and will likely have costs in
the order of $500 million to $1 billion, it is nowhere near a worst-case scenario for a
CBR accident.

Costs/damages for a similar incident could have been substantially higher had it
occurred in a more populated area. Lac-Mégantic demonstrates how an accident
involving highly flammable light crude (such as the Bakken crude) can have devastating
consequences even in a small town in terms of loss of human life and widespread
explosion and fire damage to surrounding property. In an urban area, the effects of such
an accident could be catastrophic and costs could easily escalate to the multi-billion
dollar range.*

(footnote continued from previous page)

Keystone XL Draft Supplemental EIS, pp. 1.4-33 — 1.4-60. Accessed October 30, 2013.
http://keystonepipeline-xl.state.gov/documents/organization/205654.pdf;

Goodman, lan and Brigid Rowan, Report evaluating the adequacy of the Keystone XL (KXL) Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) Market Analysis, April 22, 2013, pp. 33-50,
Adobe pp. 267-284
http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/aswift/Comments%200f%20Sierra%20Club%2C %20et. %20al. %20%20
0on%20the%20Keystone%20XL.%20DSEIS.4.22.13.pdf

ST There have been concerns that the spill affected water quality and drinking water in Lac-Mégantic and
nearby fowns. Authorities continue to monitor water quality.

“Government Examining Lac—Megantlc Health Risks,” The Record, July 31, 2013. Accessed August 2,
2013.

http://www.sherbrookerecord. com/content/qov%E2%80%99t -examining-lac-megantic-health-risks;

see also footnote 10.

%2 |n the context of the PHMSA rulemaking and elsewhere, some may submit that the Lac-Mégantic
accident is an exceptional and possibly worst-case scenario that is unlikely to be repeated. And this
particular accident certainly has some attributes that may be atypical or even unique. That said, this
accident also occurred in a relatively small town. A similar explosion and fire in a more dense urban area
could have had even worse consequences and higher costs. In an urban area, the particular factors in
Lac-Mégantic (unattended train rolling down steep grades to crash at high speeds) may be far less likely
to occur. On the other hand, in an urban area, there are other risk factors, such as increased danger of
collisions with other trains (or other vehicles), as well as proximity to large populations and other
infrastructure.

It may also be pointed out that the Lac-Mégantic accident occurred in Canada and that the
estimated costs are in Canadian dollars. But in fact, the Lac-Mégantic accident is very relevant for the
US. First, US and Canadian dollars now have similar value, so the cost estimates for Lac-Mégantic
accident would be similar if presented in US dollars. Second, the accident occurred very close to the US
border, on a train that had originated in the US (North Dakota), traveled through numerous US states and
cities, and would have again passed through the US (Maine) on its intended routing between Quebec and
New Brunswick.
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3. Estimated Costs of Enbridge’s Line 6B Spill in Marshall, Mi

3.1. Description of Disaster

According to the NTSB, following its investigation of the Enbridge Line 6B Spill
33 S

(emphasis added):”
On Sunday, July 25, 2010, at about 5:58 p.m., a 30 inch-diameter pipeline (Line
6B) owned and operated by Enbridge Incorporated ruptured and spilled crude oil
into an ecologically sensitive area near the Kalamazoo River in Marshall, Mich.,
for 17 hours until a local utility worker discovered the oil and contacted Enbridge
to report the rupture. '

The NTSB found that the material failure of the pipeline was the result of multiple
small corrosion-fatigue cracks that over time grew in size and linked together,
creating a gaping breach in the pipe measuring over 80 inches long.

"This investigation identified a complete breakdown of safety at Enbridge. Their
employees performed like Keystone Kops and failed to recognize their pipeline
had ruptured and continued to pump crude into the environment," said NTSB
Chairman Deborah A.P. Hersman, "Despite muitiple alarms and a loss of
pressure in the pipeline, for more than 17 hours and through three shifts they
failed to follow their own shutdown procedures." |

L]

Over 840,000 gallons of crude oil - enough to fill 120 tanker trucks - spilled into
hundreds of acres of Michigan wetlands, fouling a creek and a river. A Michigan
Department of Community Health study concluded that over 300 individuals
suffered adverse health effects related to benzene exposure, a toxic component
of crude oil.

Line 6B had been scheduled for a routine shutdown at the time of the rupture to
accommodate changing delivery schedules. Following the shutdown, operators in
the Enbridge control room in Edmonton, Alberta, received multiple alarms
indicating a problem with low pressure in the pipeline, which were dismissed as

3 NTSB Press Release, “Pipeline Rupture and Oil Spill Accident Caused by Organizational Failures and
Weak Regulations,” July 10, 2012. Accessed August 3, 2012.
http://www.ntsb.gov/news/2012/120710.html
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being caused by factors other than a rupture. "Inadequate training of control
center personnel” was cited as contributing to the accident.

The investigation found that Enbridge failed to accurately assess the structural
integrity of the pipeline, including correctly analyzing cracks that required repair.
The NTSB characterized Enbridge's control room operations, leak detection, and
environmental response as deficient, and described the event as an
"organizational accident."

Following the first alarm, Enbridge controllers restarted Line 6B twice, pumping
an additional 683,000 gallons of crude oil, or 81 percent of the total amount
spilled, through the ruptured pipeline. The NTSB determined that if Enbridge's
own procedures had been followed during the initial phases of the accident, the
magnitude of the spill would have been significantly reduced. Further, the NTSB
attributed systemic flaws in operational decision-making to a "culture of
deviance," which concluded that personnel had a developed an operating culture
in which not adhering to approved procedures and protocols was normalized.

The NTSB also cited the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration's weak regulations regarding pipeline assessment and repair
criteria as well as a cursory review of Enbridge's oil spill response plan as
contributing to the magnitude of the accident.

The investigation revealed that the cracks in Line 6B that ultimately ruptured
were detected by Enbridge in 2005 but were not repaired. A further examination
of records revealed that Enbridge's crack assessment process was inadequate,
_increasing the risk of a rupture.

"This accident is a wake-up call to the industry, the regulator, and the public.
Enbridge knew for years that this section of the pipeline was vulnerable yet they
didn't act on that information," said Chairman Hersman. "Likewise, for the
requlator to delegate too much authority to the requlated to assess their own
system risks and correct them is tantamount to the fox quarding the hen house.
Regulators need regulations and practices with teeth, and the resources to
enable them to take corrective action before a spill. Not just after."

As a result of the investigation, the NTSB reiterated one recommendation to
PHMSA and issued 19 new safety recommendations to the Department of the
Transportation, PHMSA, Enbridge Incorporated, the American Petroleum
Institute, the International Association of Fire Chiefs, and the National
Emergency Number Association. ‘
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3.2. Costs and Sources of Cost Data

As of March 31, 2013, Enbridge indicated in‘its First Quarter Interim Report to-
Shareholders that the total clean-up for the spill is now estimated to cost approximately
$1 billion. Enbridge’s civil penalty for the spill was only $3.7 million.>* Enbridge also
points out that there is a possibility that the clean-up bill will continue to increase as the
clean-up is still ongoing.

No lives were lost, but as the NTSB citation above indicates: “over 300 individuals
‘suffered adverse health effects related to benzene exposure, a toxic component of
crude oil.” Furthermore, “[o]ver 840,000 gallons of crude oil - enough to fill 120 tanker
trucks - spilled into hundreds of acres of Michigan wetlands, fouling a creek and a river.”

3.3. Relevance of Marshall, Ml to Estimating the Costs of CBR
Accidents/Spills

The Marshall, Ml pipeline disaster is also highly relevant to an estimation of the costs of
a major CBR accident/spill for the following reasons:

1. It demonstrates the costs of a dilbit spill in an environmentally sensitive area
(with wetlands and proximity to waterways and human population) in a non-urban
area.®® Marshall, Ml is not dissimilar to the many areas through which trains are
also routed (along waterways in order to minimize elevation and through
population centers throughout the US).

2. The spill volumes at Marshall were within the range of the amount of spill
possible (and, in fact, substantially less than the maximum spill) if a crude by rail
unit train released much of its cargo. 840,000 gallons (or 3.3 million liters) were
spilled at Marshall, the equivalent of the full cargo release of 27 tank cars
(carrying 31,000 gallons) or 34 tank cars (carrying 25,000 gallons).*® With

3 Enbridge First Quarter Interim Report to Shareholders for the Three Months Ended March 31, 2013,
Section 11 Contingencies, Adabe p. 87. Accessed August 3, 2013.

See http://www.enbridge. com/lnvestorReIatlons/FmanCIaIInformatron/lnvestorDocumentsandFlllnqs aspx
and then click on FIRST QUARTER REPORT under 2013.

The population of Marshall is approximately 7,000.

% Maximum capacity per tank car typically varies between 25,000 and 31,800 gallons of crude, based on
factors including maximum weight limits, tank car design, and type of crude. Capacity will generally be
lower for heavy crudes (such as the dilbit spilled at Marshall), which weigh more per gallon than light
crudes (such as the Bakken crude spilled at Lac-Mégantic). Likewise, capacity will'be lower for tank cars
(footnote continued on next page)
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transport by unit trains.on the rise, and unit trains carrying up to 100+ tank cars, it
would be possible for a unit train to spill significantly higher volumes than the
840,000 gallons (or 3.3 million liters) released at Marshall. The 6.0 million liters
released at Lac-Mégantic (almost twice the amount released at Marshall) provide
support for this finding.

3. Inlight of recent findings regarding the Line 6B spill, the EPA has recently
expressed concerns regarding the additional impacts of tar sands crude spills
- (versus conventional oil), with a particular concern about spills on waterways.>’

Regarding the need for improved safety regulation for CBR, there are a number of
regulatory lessons from the Marshall, Ml rupture that should be considered:

1. The NTSB investigation also clearly indicates that in the case of Enbridge, and
with respect to the regulation of pipeline operators, “trust us” isn't good enough.
Chair Hersman has insightfully pointed out that “for the regulator to delegate too
much authority to the regulated to assess their own system risks and correct
them is tantamount to the fox guarding the hen house.”® Chair Hersman’s words
are even more relevant for the regulation of transport of hazardous materials by
rail, which is in many ways both weaker and more fragmented than the regulation
of liquid pipelines.®

2. The NTSB investigation pointed out that the Marshall rupture was “a wake-up
call” to industry, the regulator, and the public.” Enbridge knew for years that the

(footnote continued from previous page)
which have higher tare (unloaded) weights (such as those with heater coils and insulation, which are also
sometlmes used to transport dilbit).

7 Comments of EPA on the Department of State’s Keystone XL Draft Supplement Environmental Impact
Statement (DSEIS). Accessed October 30, 2013.
http /lepa.gov/compliance/nepa/keystone-xl-project-epa-comment-letter-20130056. pdf

%8 See footnote 33.
%9 As described in various other documents in the current proceeding, there is a Iong history of problems
in regard to transport of hazardous materials (notably flammable liquids) by rail, with only a very slow and
partial response to tighten standards to insure public safety. See Village of Barrington, lllinois and The
Regional Answer to Canadian National (TRAC) - Petition for Rulemaking (P-1587); National
Transportation Safety Board - Accident Report - Derailment of CN Freight Train U70691-18 With
Subsequent Hazardous Materials Release and Fire Cherry Valley, lllinois June 19, 2009; and National
Transportation Safety Board - Safety Recommendation - R-12-5 through -8, R-07-4 (Reiteration)

In the case of liquid pipelines, the pipeline owner/operator is typically responsible for construction
and operation of all facilities within its transport system that are handling hazardous materials (notably
flammable liquids), including pipes, valves, and pumping stations. By contrast, in the case of rail, the
railroads provide motive power and crews to move hazardous materials (notably flammable liquids) in
tank cars which are typically owned, loaded, and unloaded by shippers and other entities besides the
railroads.
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pipeline was vulnerable; much as the rail industry knows that another CBR spill is
only a matter of time.

Although the Line 6B rupture caused widespread devastation to the Kalamazoo and
surrounding wetlands and, at $1 billion in clean-up costs, holds the record for the single
most expensive onshore spill in US history,*’ it is nowhere near the worst-case scenario
for a CBR disaster. Similar to the Lac-Mégantic tragedy involving a CBR release of
Bakken, the costs/damages for a CBR dilbit spill could be substantially higher in a more
populated area, and costs could easily escalate to the multi-billion dollar range. The
clean-up of dilbit, especially in waterways is particularly problematic and expensive.
Moreover, the condensate can be highly flammable when spilled and this flammability
could have catastrophic consequences in a more densely populated area.

40 See footnote 33.
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4. Conclusion

As the examples of the Lac-Mégantic CBR tragedy and the Marshall, Ml p'ipeline rupture
have demonstrated, a major CBR unit train aCC|dents/sp|II could cost $1 billion or more
for a single event. : :

Unit trains now transport unconventional crude, including both dilbit and Bakken,
through densely populated urban areas, and this form of transport is rapidly growing. An
accident/spill in an urban area could damage and disrupt major infrastructure, result in
serious and widespread water and soil contamination, and possibly cause loss of life.
The costs of a major unit train derailment in an urban centre could easily escalate into
the multi-billion dollar range.




[ATTACHMENT 4 |




e et et o ARAaE et —iemhs = e aE RS i Ay AV VT BSOS S A F D AT W A ST P S TTA S BT Y e B s e s e g TS

PB91-917002
NTSB/SS-91/01

NATIONAL ' |
' TRANSPORTATION |
| | SAFETY +
§ || BOARD | |

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20594 \ E

SAFETY STUDY

TRANSPORT OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS BY RAIL

REPRODUCED BY .
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
NATIONAL TECHNICAL
INFORMATION SERVICE
SPRANGFIELD, VA 22181

DI 4 s s




(3]

LI
[
r

Th2 National Transportation Safety Board is an independent Federal agency
dedicated 10 promoting aviation, railroad, highway, marine, pfifeline, and
hazardous matérials safety. Established in 1967, the agency is mandated by the
Independent Safe(n Board Act of 1974 to investigate transportation accidents,
determine the probable cause of accidents, issue safety recommendations, study
transportation safety issuez, and evaluate the safety effectiveness of government
agencies involved in transportation.

The Safety Board makes public its actions and decisions through accident reports,
safety studies, special investigation reports, safety recommendations, and statistical
reviews. Copies of these documents may be purchased from the National Technicat
Information Service, 5285 Port Royal Road, Springfield, Virginia 22161. Details on
available publications may he obtained by contacting:

Hational Transportation Safety Board
Public Inquiries Section, RE-51

800 I'vependence Avenue, S.W.
Washin jton, D.C. 20594
(202)382-6735
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] Abstract: For this study, ghe'Safety Board conducted :nvestigations of 45 selected
S\ 4 railroad accidents or incidents that occurred during a 1-year period that began in
g March 1988, and reviewed reports oi its past major aicident investigations and
A\ special studies related to the transport of hazardous materials by rail, studies
\ performed by other organizations, and the training on hazardous materials
Bt provided vy some rail carriers. The safety issues discussed in the report are the
adequacy of the protection provided by some tank cars for the risks associated with
cectain products transported in these tank cars; emergency response planning for
1ailroad accidents involviag hazardous materials; and training of railroad personnel
in the handling of a hazarduus materials emergency. Recommendations concerning
these issues were made to rail carriers, railroad industry assoziations, public safety

groups, and Federal agencies. N




CONTENTS
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . . . . .. . .. .. .. .. Ve e e e e
INTRODUCTION . . . . . . . .. . v o+ v . e e e e e e e e e
The Transport of Hazardous Materials
. fn the Raflroad Industry . . .. . ... .. ... e e e e e
K Occurrence of Ratl Accidents/Incidents
i : Involving Hazardous Materials , . . . ., . . e e e e
Accidents and Incidents Investigated :
) by the Safety Board . . . . . ., .. S e e e e e e e e e e e e
L Description of the Safety Study . . . . . . .. .. ... ...,
3 Recent Legislation Related To
| Hazardous Materials Transportation . . . . . . . . . . . ... .. ..
‘ " TRANSPORT OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS IN DOT-11JA JANK CARS . . . . . .. . .
A performance of DOT-111A Tank Cars
R Involved in Accldents . . . . . . . . . . .o Lo
SEEE Action Needed . . . . . . o i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
{}: b EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANNING FOR
N RAILROAD ACCIDENTS INVOLVING HAZARDOUS MATERIALS . . . . . .. . .. ..
. The Need for Emergency Response Planning
E Between Railroads and Communities . . . . . . . . . . . . . v v v .
Dridds OF Simulated Emergencies . . v . v 4 v 4 v v o v v o o 0 o 0 o .
Actfon Needed . . . . . v v . L e e e e e e e e e e e e RN
RAILROAD EMPLOYEE YRAINING FOR HAZARDOUS MATERIALS EMERGENCIES
The Need for Improved Ratlroad Employee Tratning . . . . . .. RN
R Types of Training Provided to Railroad Employees . . . . . . . . . . ..
v federal Rulemaking Activity . . . . . . . . . . .. ... .. ..
4 _ " CONCLUSIONS . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e e
; RECOMMENDATIONS . . . . . .o o oo v o v o . P e
Resulting From This Study . . . . . ¢ ¢« ¢« v v v v v v v v o v v v .
Ciosed . . . . . .. e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
REFERENCES . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. e e e e e e e e e
APPENDIXES
A:  Size of the Hazardous Materials Segment
Within the Railvoad Industry, 1984-89 . . . . . . . .. ... ..

B:  Volume of Hazardvus Materials
Transported by Rafl, 1989 . . . . . ... .. ..

C: Diagrams of Tank Care and

Tank Car Specifications ., . . . . . .. . .. . .. ..
D: Briefs of the Cases Investigated

During the Safety Study . . . . . . e e e e e e




.3 £:  Provisions of the Hazardous Materials Transportation
- Uniform Safet{ Act Applicable to Rail Safety . . . . . . . . . . sl
. F: Federal Rulemaking and Safety Board Comments
; Related to Docket HM-181 . , . . . . . .. . .. e e e e e 163
& ! G: Federal Ruleraking and Safety Board Comments
. ! Related to Docket HM-175A . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . ... 173
; H:  Association of American Railroads’ Recommended Rajlvoad
. Operatfng Practices for Transportation of Hazardous Materids . . 18]
1
|
, i ACRONYNS USED IN THE REPORT
, |
. AAR Assocfation of American Railroads
= | ASLRA American Short Line Railroad Association
| ATSF The Atchinson, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Comnany
\ l BN Burlington Northern Railvoad Company
o CFR - -Code of Federal Regulations
j CHEMTREC Chemical Yransportation Emergency Center
: CHR Chicago, Hissour{ & Western Ratluay Co.
CR Consolidated Rail Corporation (Conrail)
€sx CSX Transportatfon, Inc.
001 Department of Transportation
FEMA Federa)l Emergency Management Agency
FR Federal Register
FRA Federal Rallroad Administration
1ACP . International Association of Chiefs of folice
TAFC Internattonal Assocfation of Fire Chiefs
1A1S fowa Interstate’ Railroad, Ltd.
IC I1inois Central Railroad Company
1€6 I13inois Central Gulf Railroad Compan
[SFSI International Socliety of Five Servite Instructors
KCS Kansas City Southern Railway
LA - Loutsfana & Arkansas Railway Compary
MRL Hontana Rail Link, lac,
HSRC MidSouth Rail Corporation
NLC National League of Citfes
NPRH : Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
NS Norfolk Southern Corporation
NTSB National Transportation Safety Board
PAL Paducah & LoufsvilVe Railway, Inc.
PIRA Port Terminal Railroad Association
- RP1 Railway Progress Institute
RSPA Research and Special Programs Administration
§6LR Seminole Gulf Railway, Inc.
$00 S00 Line Railroad Company
sp Southern Pacific Transportation Company
up Union Pacific Railroad Company
WC Wisconsin Central Ltd.
iy




EXECUTIVE SUHHARY

The transport of hazardous materials 1s a rapidly grow1n? segment of the
raitroad industry. In 1989, for example, more than 1.52 million carleoads of
poisons, chemicals, pesticides, and other hazardous materials were
iransported by rvafl, an fincrease of 66 percent over the 0.92 midlion
carloads transported by rafl {in 1985. Because the volume of hazardous
materfials transported by rail is high and because many of the materials, if
released, can pose a substantial danger to 1life, property, and the
environment, thefr transport must be made as safe as possible,

The National Transportation Safety Board has had a long-standing concern
about the safe transport of hazardous materials by rail. In 1978, the Safety
Board held a public hearing on tank car safety, and in 1980, the Board
conducted a special investigation on tank car performance. These activities
resulted in recommendations for improved protection on certain tank cars.
Between Janvary 1985 and February 1988, the Safety Board investigated
80 raflroad accidents involving hazardous materfals, which resulted in
additional recommendations to Federa)l and State agencies, raflroads, 2ng
safety-related organfzations urging various actions to improve the safety of
the transport of hazardous materials by rail.

- 1n 1988, the Safety Board began a sifely study to datermine whether tie
vecurving prablems seen in the earlier aucidents were continuing. As part of
this study, the Safety B8oard condu:ted investigations of 45 selected
railroad accidents or incidents that uccurred during a 1-year period that
began in March 1988. The Board also reviewed reports of {ts past major
accident fnvestigations and special studies, studies performed by other
organizations, and the training un hazardcus materials provided by some
raiiroads. The study addresses needed safety inprovements for the transport
¢f hazardous materials by rail, ‘

The safety fssues discussed in the study are as follows:

e The adequacy of the protection provided by some tank cars
for the risks associated with certain products
transported in these tank cars;

. Emergency response planniny for railroad accidents
involving hazardcus materials; and

¢ Training of railvoad personnel in the handling of a
hazardous materials emergency. ,

As a result of the safety study, recomendations were issued to the
Research and Specfal Programs Administration and federal Railroad
Administration of the U.S. Department of Transportation; the Association of
Amer<can Rallroads; Class 1 railroads and railroad systems; Guilford
Transtportation, 1Inc.; MidSouth Rail Corporation; the American Short Line
Ratlvoad Association; the Chemical Manufacturers Association; tha American
Petroleun Institute; the National Fire Protection Assocfation; the Nattonal

v




o 0

H i L ' . el ’ , N -

N 1 i - Voo D R

. | . . e . ’ kY . \
- X ", . . . oot - . - A

" League of Citiss; the National Associatfon of Counties; the International
Association of Fire Chiefs; the International Association of Chiefs of
Police, and the National Shertffs’ Association.

The recommendations focused on the following safety concerns:

. The nead to transport the more dangerous hazardous
materfals in tank cars that provide better accident
protection;

» The need for railroads and communities to develop and
coordinate written emergency response plans and
procedures for hand)ing releases of hazardeus materials;

g The need for railroads to improve hazardous materfals
o training for employeus; and

. The need to establish methods to evaluate a railroad

x Ef 1 : employee’s level of knowledge of emergency procedures and
R A the ability to apply such knowledge.

vi




NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20594

SAFETY STUDY .
TRANSPORT OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS BY RAIL

INTRODUCTION

The Transport of Hazardous Materials
in the Ratiroad Industry

The transport of hazardous materials is a rapidly growing segment of the
railvoad {ndustry. The percentage of chemicals and allfed products
transported, by tons, and the resulting revenues generated for railroad
companies have increased steadily since 1984 (appendix A). In 1989, for
example, more than 1.52 million carloads of poisons, chemicals, pesticides,
and other hazardous materials were transported by vatl in about 107,000 tank
cars and in other types of containers (appendix B). This volume represents
a 66-percent {ncrease over the 0.92 million carloads of hazardous materials

" transported by rail in 1985 (Association of American Railroads 1990a).

There are more than 30,000 hazardous materials regulated by the U.S.
Department of Transportation (00T); however, 25 hazardous materials or
commodity groups account for 77 percent of the total volume transported by
rail (see appendix E). The makeup of the shipments moving by vail varies

considerably: for example, from extremely hazardous pofsons, such as
chlorine, to nonflamm:ble but poisonous Viquids, such as perchlorocthylene (a
dry-cleaning solvernt, also called tetrachlorcethylene). Although

perchloroethylene poses no acute hazards in small quantities, large releases
can pose long-term environmental threats. Because the volume of hazardous
materials iransported by rail is high and because many of the materials, if
released, can pose a risk to Vife, property, and the environrent, their
transport must be made as safe as possible.

Occurrence of Rail Accidents/Incidents
Involving Hazardous Materials

The data system of the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), an agency
within the DOT, recorded 14,969 ratlroad accidents betweer 1985 and 1989, Of
those accidents, 2,121 involved derailed or damaged cars transporting
hazardous materfals  (table 1).! In 254 of these accidents, hazardous
materials were released,

LETYS FaA deflnes & train sccident as ens event fnvolving the movement
of rallroad on-track aquipsent that results in a death, a reportable injury,
or a reportable flliness, or in which raflrose property demsge exceeds the
repocting threshold., (1n 1988, the threshold wee 85,200.) The FRA does not
define & heazordous natertails relase,
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Table 1.--Information from the fejeral Ratlroad Administration related to
tratn accidents involving hazardous materfals, 1985-89

item ; 1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

Total

Number of accidents
involving hazardous
miterials 415

Number of train consists
careying hazardous materiatsd 43)

Numbev of cars in consists 29,362

Nuaber of cars containing
hazardous matertals 2,310

Number of accidents in

which car{s) coataining

hazardous materfals was

damaged or deratled 245

liumber of cars damaged
that contatined hezardous
ratertals 647

Number of accidents {n
which hazardous materfals
were released ‘ 54

Nuaber of cars that
released hazardous ‘
materials 109

Number of accidents that
resulted {n esacuation 22

Number of people reported
by railroads as evacvated 11,879

364

30
26,083

1,803

18%

$3

5)

19

k7]

39,701

35

364
26,251

2,292

186

495

S0

89

28

24,345

475

9
32,821

3,84)

237

£30

44

L

3

16,164

516

530

36,305

3,489

251

636

84

28

13,922

2,121

2,192
150,822

13,735

1,104

2,861

254

435

142

106,011

3 The number of train consists is greater than the number of accidents because some
accidents {avalved a colliston of 2 trains, .

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation, federal Ratiroad Adainistration, Office

of Safety.
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The data system of the Research and Special Programs Adninfstration
(RSPA), another agency within the DOT, recorded 4,810 rail incidents
involving hazardous materials between 1985-89:2

Number of
Year incidents
1985 . 842
1986 856
1987 899
1988 1,018
1989 1,195

.,

The reporting criteria differ for these\gata bases; therefore, comparisons
cannot be made. However, both data bases' show an increase in the number of
accidents/incidents fnvolving hazardous materials reflecting the increase in
shipments during this 5-year pertod (see appendix A).3

Accidents and Incidents Investigated
by the Safety Board

Although many accidents/incidents occur that involve hazardous
materials, the consequences of most of these events are not serious,
However, because hazardous materfals pose a substantial danger to public
safety if released, the consequences of accidents/incidents 1invalving
hazardous materials can be serious or catastrophic.*

The Safety Board has had a long-standing concern about the transport of
hazardous materiais in tank cars that do not provide protection commensurate
with the risks posed by the products. In 1978, the Safety Board held an
en-banc publfc hearing (a hearing before all 5 Board menbers) at which
32 witnesses testified on tank car safety. Results of this heaving included
accelerated application of head shields, thermal protection, and top and

" 4
2 the RSPA defines s hazsardous materiats incident ss sny release of o
hazerdous metertal (in quantities as swall os 1 pint),

3 Yhe data base mainteined by the Assoclation of American Reilroads
(AAR)}, which records relesses of hazsrdous materials (such as leaks,
splashes, venting fros safety relief devices on tank cars, snd relesacs fron
ratt accidents) recorced 1,365 relesses from tank cars in 1989 (AAR 1990a).
Nearly stl (96 percent) of the relesses resulted from loose or defective
fittings, end most of the retesses involved smell quentities of hozeardous
msterials (usuatily less than 100 gsllons of product), Corrosive and
flamsabta Liquids eccounted for 67 percent of the nonssccident releases.

§ As used in this report, an fncident refers to a release of hazerdous

materists, such as o lesk, that was not the result of an accldent.
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bottom shelf couplers® for DOT-112 and -114 tank cars that carry flammable
and/or texic hazardous materfals (NTSB 1978).6 In 1960, the Safety Board
conducted a special fnvestigation on the performance of DOT-105 tank cars
(NTSB 1980a). Since then, improvements have been made as a result of action
taken, especially in the performance of DOT specification tank cars. For
example, shelf couplers are now requived on all DOT tank cars that transport
hazardous materials., Further, head shields and thermal protection are also
now required on most DOT-105 tank cars, as well as on DOT-112 and -114 tank
cars.

The added protection has contributed to a reduction in the frequency and
severily of faflures of these tank cars. For example, a study recently
published by the Railway Progress Institute (RP1) and the Association of
American ‘Railroads (AAR) concluded that the addition of shelf couplers and
head shields on DOT-112 and -114 tank cars had reduced the probability of a
head puncture by 91 percent {RPI and AAR 1989). Other studies by the RPI and
AR conclude that thermal protection, head shields, and shelf couplers arve
"clearly associated with the reduced spillage of hazardous materials in
recent years® (Rel and AAR 1990b) and thal pressure tank cars equipped with
head shields and thermal protection (DO0T-105, -112, and -114) have excellent
puacture resistance (RP! and AAR 1990a).

Although DOT-111A tank cars generally do not contain protection similar
to that on the DOT-105, -1)2, and -114 tank cars, they are, nevertheless,
used to carry hazardous materials that can pose a substantial danger to life,
property, and the environment.’” Further, because the shells of DOT-11)A tank
cars are thinner than the shells of DOT-105, -112, and -114 tank cars, the
DOT-111A tank cars are more susceptible to damage than are 00T-105, -1i2,
and -114 tank cars, eves when those tank cars are not protected by head .
shields and thermal protection.® As a result, the tank car section of this
veport focuses on the adequacy of the protection provided by DOT-111A tank
cars for the type of products they transport,

5 Olugrans of tank cars, end informatfon on tenk c¢ar structture and
speciflications are in appendix ¢.

5 o1 the nesrly 107,000 tank ¢ers that transport hazardous asterlials,

. 104,000 (97 percent) comzrise the following specitications: pOT-108 (19,700

tank carg); -1V1A (62,000 tank cars); and -112/7-944 (22,000 tenk cars), Most
hazerdous materfals sre transported in these specificetion tank cars.

? The 00T-111A tank cars, which are still being manufactured, eore
generol service, non-pressure tank csrs made of steel, nicke!, or alumbnum.
Generatly, D0OT-111A tank cars are non-insulated, have Lottom outlets aond
aultiple fittings, end do not have jackoted thirmal protection or head
shields.

8 DOY-141A tank cars have a minimum shell and head thictkness of 7/%16
tach; 001-10%, 112, and V14 tenk cars have shells and heads with a minirun
thithnded of 271 Ineh,
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Between January 1985 and February 1988, the Safety Board investi?ated
80 rafiroad accidents® (7 major'® and 73 field invdjtigations) tnvolving
hazardous materials. The accidents involved collisfons (between trains or a
train and a motor vehicle), derailments, and leaks from standing or stored
tank ca-s resulting in violent thermal explosfons, fires, and puolic
evacuations. The fnvestigations of these accidents revealed several safety
fssues concerning. the transport of hazardous materials, including the
adequacy of (1) the protection provided by some tank cars for the risks
associated with products transported in them, (2) emergency preparedness, and
(3) training of railroad personnel. As a result of the seven nzjor
{nvestigations, the Safety Board issued 30 safety recomnendations to Federal
and State agencies, vraftroads, and safety-velated organizations urging
;ario?% actions to improve the safety of the transport of hazardous materfals
y rail, :

pescription of the Safety Study

Because the Safety Board observed evidence of problens related to the
adequacy of DOT-111A tank cars for the shipment of certain hazardous
materfals, emergency response planning for railvead accidents involving
hazardous materials, and the training ot railroad employees in the handling
of a hazardous materials emergency, the Safety Board began a safety study, in
1988, on the transport of hazardous materials by rail. The purpose of the
study was to determine whether the recurring problems secn in the earifer
accidents were continuing, and if so, to identify remediil actions and to
{ssue safety recommendations requesting remedial action.

As a part of the study, the Safety Board conducted investigations of
45 selected ratlroad accidents or incidents that occurred in a Il-year
perfod, March 1988 through Fsbruary 1989; these accidents involved trains
transporting haxardous materials and standing cars containing hazardous
materjals. The Board also reviewed reports of its past major accident

investigations and special studies, studies performed by other organizations,

and the training on hazardous materials provided by some railroads.

During the 1-year period, the Safety Board finvestigated the accidents
and incidents (a) for which ft received notification from the DOT National
Response Center, and (b) that occurred in a location that enabled Safety
2oard Investigators to respond in time to collect data ihat were perishable.

? t1he scctdents generally were ratlirosd sccidents as Jdefined {n 49 CFR
pert 8401 Any collision, dersilannt, or axplosion involving vref{lroad trainyg,
tocomotives, end cars; or asny sther tosa-causing eveat Involving the
operation of such rollroad equipuent that results in s fetatity to
passanger or amployeq, or the emergency evacustion of persons.,

10 the severity of somo sccidants 18 svech that the Sefety Bosrd conducts
comprehansive investigations that reasult {n vore detatled ftformation than i
collected from the Gnvestigetions of less severe accidents, These wmore
comprehanaive investigations sre colled ma)or ‘nvestigetions,

o -




Forty-five accidents/incidents were investigated; the sample is not
statistically representative of hazardous materfals accidents or incidents.?
Table 2 lists the locations and dates of the accidents and incidents., Three
of the events were sever2 enough to result in major fnvestigations (see
footnote 10); consequently, more datailed information is available regarding
those three eveats: Altoona, lowa; Helena, Montana: and Akron, Ohfo, For
each of ithe 45 accidents/incidents (hereinafter called cases), th: Safety
B8oard determined those 7actors that efther caused or contributed to the
event. (Brief reports of the 45 cases are in appendix D.)

The 45 cases, which involved 149 tank cars, were of the following
types:

Iype Hurber

Derailmentt? 31
Collision:
Betweun tyainsi? . 2
Railroad/highway grade crossing 1
Releases of hazardous materials
from standing or stored cars'? n
Total ‘ 4

Y1 gaa accident dats {for the perfod march 1988 through februsry 1989
Indiceate that ratlrcad carrlers repirted 489 eccidents luvolving hazstdous
motertals, 50¢ of whizh (wi{th snd without evacuations) fnvolved releas.s of
hezardous aaterisls, Of the 50 sceldents {nvolving releases, 20 (40 parcent)
very among the 45 ceses investigoted by the Sefety Board during the 1-yarr
period. Also of the SO accldents ceported to the fRA, 22 accidents Invotlved
both o relesse of heaerdous wmaterfals end subsequent evacustion; 18 (82
percent) of these accidents were smong the Safety Poscd’s 33 cases that bad
evacustiont,

12 Evacustions were conducted n 33 of the 45 cases: oftar 28 of the
deratimentas, 2 of the cotlisions, snd 3 of the relesces from standing tank
cars, Nezsrdous amaterfats were not relessed in all 33 ceses; however,
evacuations were Ocrcered becouse locsl emergency response personnel perceived
that there uas & threst of the relegse of product, (Of the 33 ceses with
evacustions, relesses of Hhsrardous esteriols occurred fn 25, ol the 12
ceses without evacustions, releases occurred In tt.)
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‘ Table 2.--location and date of the accidents/incidents
¥ fnvestigated by the National Transportation Safety Board
, during #ts safety study on the trinsport of hazardous
g miterfals by rafl, March 1988 to February 1989
" NTS8
. Event Date of accident
number  Locatfon of accident  accidzat  Ratlroad number
] : Caude, X 05/94/88 BN FINSBFRZ13
2 Punta Gorda, FL 03/10/88  SGLR ATL8OFRZ1I
4 3 Pasco, WA 04/08/88 BN CHISBFRZLT
v 4 Jeffersonville, IN 04/26/88 (R CH189FRZ1B
3 s ¥ilmington, CA 04/27/88 UP LAX88FRZ10
i 6 Roodhouse, It 05/03/83 (MW CHI88FAZ20
A ? Deaver, €O 05/04/88 UP DENBBFRZ1)
8 Gul fpart, MS 05/07/88  MSRC ATLB8FRLIS
$ Sheridan, Hi 05/14/88  NC CHI88FRI22
) 10 Las Yegas, NY 05/23/88 UP LAX88FRL12
\ 11 Columbus, OH 06/11/88  CSX AVL8SIRZ1S
; 12 Crofton, KY 06/22/88  CSX ATL8BFR219
] 13 Deer Park, TX 07/22/88  PTRA FTWBBFRI23
' L] Farnum, NE 07/22/68 BN DENBBFRZL7
) 15 Vhite Bluff, TN 077/24/68  (SX FTWB8FR224
k. 16 Altoona, A 01/30/88  1AIS ICABBMRZO6
7 17 Usbarger, TX 07/30/88  ATSf f TWB8FR225
i \8 Ohiopyle, PA 08/01/88  CSX FTWB8FR126
: bl Brazoria, TX 118/02/88 UP FTMEBFR227
20 Loudonville, OH 08/04/88 (R LAXBBFRZ1S
2] flsberry, HO 08/06/88 BN FTWO8FR228
22 Elberton, GA 08/08/88  £5X% ATLBYFR220
23 £in Grove. Wi 08/10/68  S00 CHIS8BFRZ27
24 Athens, GA 08/13/88  CSX ATL88FR22)
* 25 Heaphis, TN 08/18/88 IC ATL8BFR7.22
! 26 Jacksonville, fL 09/15/88  (SX ATLBBFRZ23
27 Summit, L 09/25/88 1€ CHI88FR229
! 28 Rineyville, KY 10713788  PAL ATLB9FRZ202
29 fasiey, SC 10/16/88 NS ATUB9FRI03
30 Peari, 1L 10/26/88  CHNW CHIBIFRZOS
31 Horgania, LA 10/26/88 LA FTW89FRZ01
32 Newcasile, CA 11/02/08  SP . LAX89FR202
: kX Lyndon Station, Wi 11/09/88  $00 (H189FR206
! 34 Bangor, AL 11/19/88  C5X ATLBIFRZOS
5 Lanagan, MO 11/20/83  KCS CHIA9FRZO7
K k1 Fruttvale, TX 11725/88 Up - FTWBSFRIO4
37 Paimyra, KO 11/29/88 BN (HI89FRZO8
k]:] fdison, NJ 12/09/88 ° CR NYC89FR203
3 39 Flagstaff, Al 12/14/88  ATSF LAXBIFRZOS
- i 10 Bonners Ferry, 10 01728/89 up LAX89FRZ13
3 i {1 Helena, NT 02/02/89 MRL OCASCHRLO]
42 Kansas City, KS 02/02/89  AYSF CHIBIFRZN
43 Minteca, CA 02/20/89 SP © LAXB9FRZLS
44 Bordulac, ND 02/20/89 SO0 CHIBIFR214
45 Akron, OH 02/26/89  CSX OCABINZOO4




-;Qj Of the 45 cases, 35 cases {78 percent) involved Class I raflroads:"

o X Number of

e Railroad __cases

' Class 1 Ratlroads:
3 CSX Transportation, Inc,
- 3 Union Pacific Railroad Company
.y Burlington Northern Railroad Company
Atchinson, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Company
) Consolidated Ratl Corporation (Conrail)
N, Soo Line Railroad Ccmpany

R 1M in0is Central Railroad Company
Southern Pacific Transportation Company
Kansas City Southern Railway
Norfolk Southern Corporation

— B PO W W WO WO

3 Other Classes:
. Chicago, Missouri & Western Raflway Company
o R Jowa Interstate Railroad, Ltd.
v R loufstana & Arkansas Railway Company
.-}"e ‘ MidSouth Rafl Corporation
i Montana Rafl Link, Inc.
X Paducah & Loutsville Rajlway, Inc.
Port Terminal Raflroad Association
Seminole Gulf Ratlway, Inc.
Nisconsin Central Ltd.

i K : Total

L—-n—cu—oh——-—”uf\)

E -
wr

'3 the interstate Commerce Comafssion cefines Class 1| raflroads based on
the ceoerrier?’s annuval opecating revanue for each year; there sre 16 Class |
rattroads, ALL other raflrosds ere defined by the AAR as one of two typas:
regionsl or tocal roeltrosd.
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% The 45 cases occurred i 25 States; 20 of the 45 cases (44 percent) occurred 3
§ in 6 States: Texas, California, linols, Missouri, Ohio, and Wisconsin: , .
% A Humber of
‘ State cases .
Texas 5 ’
California 3 R
I11inols 3 -
Missouri 3 j’
Ohio 3 k-
Nisconsin 3 8\
Florida 2 g
Georgla 2 A (.
Kentucky 2 (o
Tennessee 2 22"
Other States (Alabama, Arizona, Colorado, 3
Idaho, lowa, Indiana, Kansas, Louisiana,
Mississippt, Montara, North Dakota, o
Nebraska, ilevada, New Jerse{. Pennsylvania, , e
South Carolina, Washington'?) 17 B’
| /
Total 45 - 7
1%‘
Evacuations were conducted in 33 of the 45 cases. The estimated number ;
of persons evacuated by accident location {ollows: ‘
Estimated number s
Location of accident of pae -’
Crofton, Kentucky 4,000
Helena, Montana 3,500
- . Akron, Ohio 1,785 §

+ Altoona, lowa : 1,500 T
. , Bangor, Alal wa 1,000 .
i Roodhouse, iilinois , 1,000 -

ST Elsberry, Missouri 600 -
. Flagstaff, Arizona $00 ; ;
. Bonners Ferry, Idzho 500 ‘ S

= Jacksonville, Florida 400

Punta Gorda, florida 300

E: Gulfport, Mississippi 300

Ry Elberton, Georgla 300
A Elm Grove, Wisconsin 300
S Morganza, touistana , : 300
N Newcastle, California 300
[ Y Ohiopyle, Pennsylvania ‘ 200

14 gach of these States had one sc:ident. ‘ ," )

. .
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Manteca, Californfa ' 150

Easlny, South Carolina 130
Bordulac, North Dakota 125
Brazoria, Texas - 10
Fruftvale, Texas _ 60
Rineyville, Kentucky , 50
Sheridan, Wisconsin : 50
Sumit, I3linois 30
Loudonville, Ohfo 30
Lanagan, Missour{ ‘ 20
Edison, New Jersey 10

Other locations (Umbarger, Texas;

Meaphis, Ternnessee; White Bluff,

Tennessee; Lyndon Station,

Wisconsin; Athens, Georgia's) )

Total 17,529

Recent Legistution Ralated To
Hazardous Materials Transportation

Improvenents in the transportation of hazardous materfals have recently
beun grompted by Congressional and Federal regulatory action, ' The Hazardous
vaterials Transportation Uniform Safety Act (Pub)ic Law 101-615, sfgned into
Taw in November 1990) is a comprehensive amendment and expansion of the
Hazardous Materiais Transportation Act. Hajor provisions of the new Act
address tank car design and emergency response training. A summary of those
provisions that are applicable to rall safety are described in appendix E.

Federal regulatory actions related to the safety fssues addressed in
this safety study are discussed in subsequent sections of the report,

'S5 tach 1ocation had fewer than 10 persond evacuasted.
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TRANSPORT OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS IN DOT-111A TANK CARS

Parformance of DOT-111A Tank Cars
Involved in Accidents

The deciston Lo transport a hazardous material in a selected tank car is
complex and is based on many factors, including, but not limited to, volume
capacity and availability of tank cars, cost of shipping, location of
outlets, weight vrestrictions, and specialized requirements {such as
maintaining the purity of the products). The inadequacy of the protection
provided by DOT-111A tank cars for cerlain dangerous products has been
evident for many years in acclidents investigated by the Safety Board. Some
of the problems zre f{llustrated by accidents that occurred at Livingston,
Louisiana; Denver, Colorace; and Jackson, South Carolina,

" Livingston, Louisiana. On September 28, 1982, 36 tank cars in an
Itlinots Central Gulf P-{lroad freight train deratled in Livingston,
Louistana (NYSB 1983). Of ..e derafled cars, 5 contained flammable petroleum
products and 29 contained various hazardous materials or toxic chemicals, A
total of 20 tank cars leaked, were punctured, or otherwise breached in the
deraiiment; 17 were DOT-111A tank cars. Fires broke out in the wreckage, and
smoke and toxic gases were released into the atmospheve. Thermally-induced

explosions occurred in two DOT-105 tank cars that had not been punctured.

About 3,000 persons within a S-mile radius of the accident site were
evacuated for up to 2 weeks, and 19 residences and other buildings were
destroyed or severely damaged. Hore than 14,000 gallons of
perchloroethylene, released from a DOT-111A tank car, were absorbed into the
ground and required extensive excavation of contaminated sof). The accident
resulted in a long-term closure of the railroad line and an adjacent highway.
Property damage was estimated at more than $20 millfon,

Denver, Colorado., On April 3, 1983, the tank head of a DOT-111A tank
car was punctured when freight cars were being switched in a Denver and Rio
Grande Western Railroad Company rafl yard at Denver, Colorado. Fuming nitric
acid escaped from the car, ignited small fires involving the railvoad track
crossties, and formed a vapor cloud that dispersed over the area. About
9,000 persons were evacuated from the area, 34 persons sustained tnjuries,
and property damage was estimated at $341,000.

The Safety Board’s investigation concluded that the fuming nitric acid
would not have been released had the tank car been better protected (for
example, with head shields) (NTSB 1985a).

- Jackson, South Carolina. On February 23, 1985, a Seaboard System
Rafiroad fret?ht train derailed at Jackson, South Carolina. OFf the 27 cars
that deratled, 8 were tank cars--all of which were DOT-111A tank cars

containing cyclohexane (a volatile flammable liquid). The heads of five of
the efght tank cars were penetrated; none of the eight tank cars had head
shield protection. Cyciohexane was subsequently released and {t ignited
immediately. Residents within a 1-mile radius of the accident site were
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evacuated; damage was estimated at $1.3 m§1¥ion. No fatalities or injuriss
resultted from the accident.

The Safely Board's investigation concluded that the volatile hazardous R
materials would not have been relessed or ignited had the derailed DOT-1]11A o
tank cars been better equipped (NTSB 1985b). ‘

i : The release of products from the DOT-111A tank cars observed by the '[j '
‘ Safety Board in the investigations of these accidents were alse found in the

45 cases investigated by the Safety Board from March 1988 through February
g 1989,  These 45 cases involved 149 tank cars: 84 cars (57 percent) were
{ DOT-111A tank cars, 32 cars (21 percent) were DOT-105 tank cars, 29 cars
i (19 percent) were DOT-112/114 tank cars, and 4 cars (3 percent) were other
3 specificatfons.
§

Of the 61 00T-105, -112, and -114 tank cars involved, 14 tank cars

i‘ (23 percent) released products: 11 leaked (18 percent), and 3 ignited or |
: exploded (5 percent).  The products were rveleased as a result of heag |
punctures or failures in two of tue tank cars and she)l punctures or fallures 9%

in five (a total of 11 percent).

| 0f the 84 DOT-111A tank cars involved, 46 tank cars (S4 percent) e
y released product: 31 leaked (37 percent), and 15 fgnited or exploded A
\ : (18 percent) (table 3). The producls were released as a result of head :
N punctures or fallures in 5 of these tank cars, and shell punctures or {
I failures in 13 (a total of 22 percent).'é

These data indicate that 23 percent of the DOT-105, -112 and -114 tank

cars fnvolved in the 45 cases released product whereas 54 percent of the ¢
DOT-111A tank cars released product. Further, the rate at which the DOT-111A N
tank cars experienced head or shell puncture or failure was also double that o

of the DOT-105, -112 and -114 tank cars. Although the accidents were not A
selected on a basis such that they are statistically representative of R,

hazardous materfals accidents, the rate of failure of the DOT-111A tank cars
(double that of the non-DOT-111A cars) strongly suggests that DOT-111A tank
cars do not provide as much protection for their products in accidents as do
the DOT-105, -112, and -114 tank cars.

i

¢ One of the tenk cors that exploded was involved In the 1989 acelident .;‘.,,
in Nelene, Montsns, In its fnvestigation of the accident, the Safety Board 1
ctoncluded that the tank cor was probsbly punctured during the asceldent B
sequence, but the locetfon(s) of the puncture(s) could aot he determined. "
Although that tank c¢sr has been counted ss 1 of the 15 that ignited or A
txploded, §t has not been Included 43 1 of the $ with hoad punctures or
follures, or as 1 of the 33 with shell punctures or failures.
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Tadle ).--Type of 3ok <ar fatlure In 0OY-1RLA tark carsi iRat reluased hatirdous witeclals (a the ‘ K
ceidarts/incidenls Investigated March 1983 to Tebruary 989 durirg the safety study, and Mazardous materialy )
; released, by Tocation and type of accident I
b
. — 41
: Cveat Type of DOT tanc car Troe of tank I
aumdber  Locatton of accident aceident spectfiiation cdr fatlure Hazarcous saterial releaseq v
. 3 Pisco, WA Oeratisent 111A1000 fittirg farage, leated Sodium calorate .
1AL Fitting Sanage, leaked Soditwe hydroside E
A1) el pustiure, Ntaied Sodvm hydr side . f{~
[} Jeffersonvitle, (N Starding car  LHIAGOMLIL Fitting demage, Yeakes Acetic actd 1
[ Rooshiuse, 1L Deraiiment E1EAL00V: Fittisg divage, Yeaked Sulfuric acté N
10 Lat Yegas, WY Standisg car  1)IA100V2 Fitting dimage, leaked Sulfaric act
1 Colvedus, OH Oerailment H 1A 00v) Fitting damage, Yeaked Tolvtre
12 Croftoa, Xv - Oeraflment 1ALON) Fittiny dirage, [ 3T K
: teaked, {onited i}
13 Deer Park, 11 Standing car  111AL0MVS Giplodes, rocketed Methy) methacrytate i
13 White dluff, IN Oerailment 111A300¢) shell purcture, leated Petrelevr sulfite waste -
18 Alteona, 1A folltsion 111A10¢0} Fittirg camage, (gt glcodol
leaked, ignites ' !
1HIA100V) fFittiag Camuge, £thy! alcohol W
leaked, igaited :
19 drazorta, A Oerailocat 11 AJoXWL el ) practure, Acetr'dehyde . .. .
leated, (gnited 1 AN
11;A10041 ploded, rockated Aceta'dehyde §
VIIAIOCUS $hell fatiere, Acetaidehyde N
leaked, ignited X
HiAon Shel) fatlgre, Acely)dehyde N .
: leaked, ignited p
111A1000) Shell fallyra, Acetaldehyde *
leaked, ignited . 5
111A1009) Heid pusclure, Acetaldehyde A
teaked, ignited >
{] Londonville, 04 Ceratlnent 1 ER1009) el falture, leaked Hexamethytene diaming
(grited, roctetled .
Al 00 $held sevived, Octanol
leaked, ignited
2 Elberton, 6A Deratinent 111A60m1 Hoad puncture, leaked Kylene
H1A6CN) Fitting dasage, leaked Eylene
11IALOd) Fitting damage, teated Iylene
0126wt Feiting darege, leaked Kylene R -
11AI000 Heid puncture, Veaked _ Xylene T
1HEALOONS fitting dumage, teaked ferrit exloride ‘ .
8 13, ™0 $tanding car  111ADOOMS Head fatlure, Teaked Burfatic actd 1
13 Jacksoaville, FL Deralinent HIALOV) Fit:tng damage, teiked fotassiva hytroxide o
a Ssmit, 1 Derzilmeat HIAKOMN Fitling damige, 1eaked hosgharle acid r
2 Rinepritie, xv Der1iinent IASOALNL  Fittim damade, leaked  Acetic acid :
HALOON Shell punctura, leaked $odtum Aydronide '
HiAlodd Titt ng damage, lealed Hydrochtoric actd R
H Castay, SC Deratiment 111AS00) Shell puncture, leiked Sodive Vydrontde P .
HIATOV] fitting davage, leaked Sodiw bydroxide .
HIALO0 Fittiyg dumage, leaked $odive dydroxide
30 Paarl, 1L Deraliednt H1EA1004} Fitting disage, leaked Isopropanold
i Morganta, LA Oeralinent HIABOR] el puncture, lesked Toluine dissocyinate
n New¢astle, €A Lerallsent 11IA10M] $hell puastare, leaked Ethyl alcoh)
3 Lyadeoa Statton, Wi Ocralinest HIAION] Shell puniture, lealed - Cardodc aevd
1) Bangor, At OGeraliment AN Fitting damage, leaked Sulfuric acid
1AL 54¢)) junclare, letked Diethylene glycod
3! Paleyrs, MO CStanding car 1HIASON? Overpressere, feaked Sulferic ac(d
) Helena, WT Colliston . 1A6N) Head pesclure, Isopropst alcohod/acetoned :
o npetan e Hrd 1 .
sre Tuted, 134 rogin peroxide A
HHIASOM N2 faploded, rechat Hy‘l'oqunkﬂoude -
Q Xansas City, X$ Standtng car BHIAGOALWY Filtiag Camage, ledked Acetic anhydrids X
2

3 The M2ardovs materials were I dua) taaks.

Y The Innmimm of LhIs accldent ¢concluded that thls Lank car was poobadly punctured during the collfsior )
and derafiment, but the locaticnfs) of the puncture(s) could not b celurmined. K .




The 46 D0T-111A tank cars that released hazardous materfals wWere
transporting 24 different products, 12 of which (3) could cause serfous
injury, teoporary or long-term, from  brief exposure even when medjcal

attention is promptly given; and/or (b) are highly flammable at ambient
temperature conditions.

The RPI and AAR, in their 1990 study that analyzed the performance of
! the DOT-111A tank cars and other tank cars (RPI and AAR 1990a), reported a
cA greater fncidence of head and shel) punctures in DOT-111A (insulated and
"\4 non-insulated), DOT-112A/114A, and aluminum tank cars (fig. 1)--none of which
- ' have the fsproved tank head resfstance protection ard/or thermal protectijon
C ; &s required for the DOT-1125, J, and T tank cars, the DOT- 1148, J, and T tank
V- cars, and for the DOT-105, J, and T tank cars (see footnote 5). The
v incidence of head and chel) punctures in tank cars damaged in accidents to

, the total number of tank cars damaged in accidents during a 22-

(1965-86) 15 also shown in figure 1. :

e The DOT-111A tank cars often have been unable to withstand the forces of
SRS an accident, even when the trafn was traveling at slow speeds. The poor
A performanco of 00T-111A tank cars documented in the RPI-AAR study s
. f!:. consistent with the poor performance of 0OT-111A ‘tank cars f{nvolved in

RS accidents/ircidents investigated by the Safety Board.

g , Safety risks posed by the release of hazardous materials from DOT-111A
v U tank cars are well {1lustrated by 3 of the 45 cases: Brazoria, Texas;
A Elberton, Geor?ia; and Helena, Montara. Although the fnvestigations could
‘ fA( ' not conclusively identify the mechanism that caused the tank damage, the
SN Safety Board remains concerned that some of the more dangerous materials,
B such as those released in thase accidents, continue to be transported in tank
cars with less protection than is needed. '

Brazorfa, Texas. On August 2, 1988, a Union Pacific Raflroad Company
freight train derafled near Brazorfa, Texas. There were 13 tank cars in the
train, containing various hazardous materials. During the derailment, five
! 0OT-111A tank cars containin9 acetaldehyde (a flammable Viquid that easily g
' ignites and can polymerize! ) were severely damaged and released about "

133,000 gallons of product. A large fire ignited, and a sixth DOT-111A tank 1
car loaded with 30,000 gallons of acetaldehyde exploded. The explosive force

rocketed the tank head from the tank car into an open field about 700 feet
from the deratlment. The fire scorched vegetation up to 900 feet from the
accident sfte.  About 70 persons were evacuated from a l-mile area, and
4 persons were treated for minor eye and skin frritatfons and then released
from a local hospital. Of tha six DOY-111A tank cars involved 1n this

i L2 A neverisl thet con polymerias s one fn which, wunder certain
' ¢onditions, o chemtcal resttion cen occur such that two or nmore saslt
S , #dolecules combine te forn larger motecules thet contain reposting structursl
,}
|

unfts of the originat nolecule, often releasing heast fn the process.,
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accident, one had a tenk head puncture, one had a shel} puncture, three had
shell tears, and one exploded., Had the acetaldehyde been transported in tank
cars with better protection, such as head shields or thermal protection, the
product might not have bzen released.

Elberton, Georgla, On August 8, 1983, 61 cars from a (CSX
Transportation, Inc. (CSX) freight train derailed near Elberton, Georgia.
Five D0T-111A tank cars containing xylemne (a flammabie 1iquid) and one
00T-111A tank car containing ferric chloride solution (3 corrosive) were
damaged and released product. Although no fire resulted from the accident,
23 porsons were treated for chemica) exposure then released from a local
hospital, and 2 persons with nore serious exposure were admitted for
observation. Also as a result of the accident, 300 persons were evacuated
from 2 3-mile area, and the ground water and portfons of a Yake 1/2 mile from
the accident site were contaminated. Environmental damage was estimated at
$3 million. Of tha six DOT-11]A tank cars involved in this accident, one had
i tank head puncture, ore had a shell puncture, and four had damage to
fittings. The DOT-111A tank cars provided inadequate protection for the
xylene in this accident,

Helena, Montana. In the February 2, 1989, accident at Helena, Montana,
two aluminum DOT-111A tank cars containing hydrogen peroxide {a strong
oxidizer) and one steel DOT-111A tank car containing acetone and isopropyl
alcohol (in dual compartments) were severely damaged and released their
products. Fire and explosions resulted, dispersing fragments of one of the
aluminum tank cars as far away &s 1/2 mile.  About 3,500 persons were
gzac?:%id, 2 persons were injured, and damage and cost of cleanup exceeded

miYlion,

The Safety Board’s investigation determined that the steel COT-111A tank
car sustained a head puncture; the investigation also concluded that one of
the altuminum DOT-111A tank cars probably was punctured during the collis‘on
and derailment, but the disintegraticn of the tank car from the explosion
precluded an exact determination of the number and locations of the
punctures. Because of its past concern about the transport of hazardous
materials that pose severe threats to public safety in tank cars that do nct
have puncture vesistant protection, such as head chields, the Safety Board
refterated to the RSPA, AAR, and FRA safety recommendations that called for
a testing and evaluation program to develop head shield protection for the
aluminum tank cars and requirements for the installatfon of the head shield.
The recommendations (R-85-61, R-85-63, ind R-85-64, originally fssued as a
result of the 1983 accident involving fuming nitric acid at Denver), were
refterated becawse testing being done by the FRA, in response to the
recommendations, and rulemaking action to fmplement tank car head puncture
protection had not been completed. Sifety Recommendations R-85-61 aad -64 to
the RSPA- and FRA, vespectively, remalp classified as “Open--Acceptable
Response® pending fssuance by the RSPA of a final rule from Docket HM-175A,
Specifications for Tank Car Tanks (discussed {n ‘appendix G). Safety
Recommendatfon R-85-63 to the AAR 1s «classiffed as “Open--Acceptable
Response” pending issuance of car interchange rules requiring head shields
for aluminum tank cars.




In tts report on the Helena accident, the Safety Board also expressed
concern vegarding the methods that have been used by the D07 agencies to
evaluate the performance of tank cars carrying hazardous materials beciuse
the methods used have been the basis for determining the safety standards of
tank cars and, thereby, the protection provided to hazardous materials (NTSB
1989) . The changes made by the RSPA between 1977 and 1989, ir the
requlations that provided protection to hazardous materials by tank cars,
primarily were made in response to specific safety problems identified
through the investigations of individual tank car accidents. The Safety
Board believes that the DOT should establish safety standards based on a
safety analysis that considers the severity of the danger to public safety
posed by the release of hazardous materials and that identifies the level of
protection necessary to provide an acceptable level of risk. As a result of
the Helena accident, the Safety Board i{ssued the following safety
recommendation to the RSPA:

R-49-80

Evaluate present safety standards for tank cars transporting

"hazardous matertals by using safety analysis methods to {identify
the unacceptable levels of risk and the degree of risk from the
release of a hazardous materfal, then modify existing requlations
to achieve an acceptable level of safety for each product/tank car
combination.

On June 13, 1990, the 00T replted that a working growe, comprising
representatives of the RSPA and the FRA, has developed a course of action to
address the Safety Board’s concerns: a safety analysis will be initiated
using "deterministic risk analysis methods* to classify higih-risk materials
and to analyze postaccident histories. Upon completion of the effort, the
RSPA and the FRA will review the results of the analysis to determine if
rulemaking action is necessary to shift the transport of hazardous materials
to improved tank cars. Based on the response firom the DOT, the Safety Board
classiffed Safety Recommendatfon R-89-80 as “Open--Acceptable Response.™ The
need for evaluating present safety standards for tank cars that transport
hazardous materials is so important that the Safety Board has placed Safety
Recommendation R-89-80 to the DOT on its “"Host Wanted® 1list ,f safety
improvements 18

While the Safety Board is extremely concerned about the level of
protection that §s provided by tank cars that transport materials that are
potentially hazardous to human 1ife and property, the 8oard is also concerned
about the level of protection provided to the hazardous materials that can
harm the environment. The potentia)l harm to humans through deleterious
effects on the envirorment is {llustrated by the accidents in Livingston,

—

18 In October 399C, the Safety Board edopted o progren to ldentify the
"Host Vanted® safety improvements, The purpose of the Safety Soecd’s "Most
Vented" tist, which is drawn up from sofety cecommendations previousty

fssued, I8 to bring special emphasis to the safety issues the Bosrd devms -

most ceiticel, .




Louisiana (involving perchloroethylene, 1982); Jackson, South Carolina
(involving cyclohexane, 1985); and Elberton, Georgia (involving xylene,
1988). Accordirg to the AAR, the ratlroad industry has recognized this issue
and, in conjunction with the chenical and tank car industries, is developing
a "quantitative risk assessment methodology- that incornorates chemical
risks to the environment as well as other risks. The industries have also
developed a Vist of hazardous materials that, because of their potential to
contaminate soil and ground water, would be candidates for early action for
inproved packaging. Perchlorsethylene, cyclohexane, and xylene are included
in the list; however, action for improved packaging has not been inttiated.
further, tne U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has identified
perchloroethylene and xylene as being amon% the hazardous materfals most
1ikely to cause a serious threat to human health and has banned land disposal
of nmaterials contaminated with perchloroethylene, xylene, and cyclohexane.!?
Because the release of hazardous materfals can &1so threaten health through
contamfnation of the environment, the Safety Boani urges the DOT to consider
environmental hazards when conducting its deterministic risk analysis,

Action Needed

The Safety Board s concerned that dangerous materlals are being
transported in tank cars without puncture protection, thermal protection,
and/or the benefit of thicker shells, The July 22, 1989, deratlment of a CSX
freight train near Freeland, Michigan, is yet another example of the
importance of transporting hazardous materials fn tank cars w#with zdequate
protection, Six of the tank cars {nvolved in the derailment contained
hazardous materfals: styrene monomer, acrylic acid, and acrylonitrile (all
of which can polymerize and becomz explosive), petroleum naptha (a flammable
Viquid), and chlorostlane compounds (a flammable and corresive liquid).
Three of the six tank cars released their products: acrylic acid and
chlorosilane compounds (from a DOT-111A and a DOT-105, respectively, that
sustained head punctures}, and petroleum naptha (from a DOT-111A that
sustained a side puncture). The products released from the tank cars
ignited, and the fire burned for several days; the mixture of chlorosilanes
was especially difficult to extinguish once {t ignited. The accident

vesulted in the evacuation of about 1,000 residents for 7 days; 11 persons

vere treated for injuries. :

None of the six tank cars was equipped with & haad shield, nor were the
tank cars required by safety regulatiens to be equipped with head shieids to
transport these products, MHevertheless, except for the petroleum naptha,
most of the materlals posed multiple hazards, At the time this report was
written, the veport on the Freeland accident had not been adopted by the
Safety Board; therefore, no conclusions can be drawn. However, the Freeland
accident 11Yustrates that hazargous materials are still being transported in
DOT-11]A tank cars with protection that fs inadequate for the dangers posed
to the public by the materials,

19 52 fn 12866-12874 (1987), 53 ER A1280-41285 (1988), and 4O CFR
268.35(2).




Rulemaking activity for tank cars is currently underway by the RSPA:
Performance-Oriented Packaging Standards (Docket HM-181, discussed in
appendix F), and Specifications for Tank Car Tanks (Docket HM-175A, discussed
in appendix G). Both ru!enaking actions address the protection needed for
some hazardous aaterials now being transported in DOT-111A tank cars,
Additiona) rulemaking will probably be needed after the DOT compietes its
deterministic risk analysis (in response to Safety Recommendation R-89-80}.
However, the Safety Board is concerned that it may take several years until
final rules are f{ssued as a result of Docket HM-175A and even longer until
fina) vules are issued in response to Safety Recommendation R-8Y-80. Thus,
the Safety Board is concerned that, in the {nterim, many hazardous materials
that pose severe threats to public safety will continue to be transported in
-tank cars with inadequate protection,

Following fts investigation of the 1935 derailment at Jackson, South
Carolina, the Safety Board issued Safety Recommendation R-85-105 to the RSPA
to requive that all tank car shipments of hazardous materials with an
isoYation raswus of 1/2 mile or more, as recommended by the U.S. Department
of Transportation Emergency Response Guidebook, be transported in tank cars
equipped with head shield or ful) tank head protection (NTSB 1985b).
However, in its 1986 reply to the safety recomnendation, the RSPA pointed out
that head protection might be beneficial for tank cars carrying a broader
class of hazardous materials, Further, the RSPA staff has also indicated to
the Safety Boaro that many products listed in the DOT Emergency Response
Guidebook as requiring a 1/2-mile evacuation radius do not veally vequire
greater protection than that provided by DOT-111A tank cars, In its latest
reply, duted April 1990, the RSPA {ndicated tha: advanced notice of proposed
rulemaking (Docket HM-i75A) addresses head shield protection for new and
ex{sting tank cars that are used to transport critical hazardous matertals
such as flammable gases, certain non-flammable gases, reactive materials, and
materials that are poisonous by fnhalation. (These products currently may be
transported in DOT-111A tank cars.) The RSPA indicates that it expects to
fssue a Notice of Proposed Rutemaking for Gocket HM-175A, in the summer 193],
aafety Recommendation R-85-105 Is currently classified as "Jpen--Acceptable

esponse,” :

The Safety Board recognizes there is some merit fn RSPA‘s position that
use of the 1/2-mite-radius criteria (per the DOT Ewergency Response
Guidebook) may not be the most apgropriate means to determire which hazardous
matevials need to be provided full head =<hield and thermal protection. The
Safety Board believes that fulfilling the intent of Safety Recommendation
R-89-80, which asks that the RSPA conduct a safety analysis, is the most
appropriate way to determine how to properly protect hazardous materials for
siipment by ratl tank cars.

However, becanse of the substantial amount of time that will be required
to fulfiil the intent of Safety Recommendation R-89-80, the Safety Board
believes that tmmediate action s needed to identify the most haruful

-materfals (those that pose the greatest consequences) and to have these
materfais transported in stronger tank cars that are protected by head
shields and thermal jackets, The RSPA believes, and the Safety Board agrees,
that 13ing the 1/2-mite-radius criteria in the DOT Emergency Response
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Guidebook 1s not the most appropriate method to determine the products that

require greater protection than 1s woprovided. by OOT-111A tank cars,

Therefore, the Safety Board classifies R-85-105 as “Closed--Acceptable
Action/Suparseded® by Safety Recommendation R-91-11, and urges the RSPA, in
cooperation with the FRA, AAR, Chemical Manufacturers Assoctatfon, the

American Petroleum Institute, and the Natiunal Fire Protection Association,

to establish a working group to expeditiously improve the packaging of the

i mor ¢ dangerous products ?such as those that are highly flammable or toxic, or
! pose a health hazard through contamination of the environment) by (a)
| developing a 1ist of hazardous materials- that should be transported only in
‘ pressure tank cars with head skield protection and thermal protection ({f
S needed); and (b) establishing a working agreement to ship the 1listed
. hazardous materfals in tank cavs that provide adequate protection. Companion ;
g . recommendations are heing jssued to the FRA (R-91-12), the AAR (R-4.-14), the [
‘ Chemical Manufactuvers Assocfation (R-91-19), the American Petroleum i

Institute (R-91-20), and the National Fire Protection Associatfon (R-91-21), ;

Another 1issue of concern to the Safety Board is damage to tank car
fittings, Of the 84 DOT-111A tank cars involved in the 45 cases investigated

during the study, 22 (26 ?ercent) sustained fitting damage (see table 3). 3 “\ :
Damage occurred at many different locations, including, but not Vimited to, (.
i "~ top - and/or bottom nozzle outlets, manway covers, finductfon pipe, and 3

measuring stick aperture. Of the DOT-105, -112, and -114 tank cars, 3 of
, the 61 tank cars (5 percent) involved 1in the 45 cases sustained fitting
-3 damage: one DOT-105 released produ~t from top outlets, ore DOT-112 released
product from a packing gland, anu another DOT-112 released product fron
unspecified fimng damage.?®  For all the tank cars with fitting damage,
there was no definitive fitting locatfon that could be consistently
fdentified for a specific safety correction,

Althou?h the data are not statistically representative, the greater
number of fittings damaged among the OOT-111A tank cars suggests that they
may be more susceptible to damage than fittings of the better protected
00T-105, -112, and -114 tank cars.  The Safety Board will continue to
examine fitting damage in future accident finvestigatfons to determine the .
extent of the problem and whether a specific safety correction may -be
appropriate,

20 pottom outlets are prohibited on DOI-105 and 112 tank cars but are
eptionsl on DOT-314 tank cars (49 CFR 179,101-4),

LA S-St Sddathy
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EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANNING FOR
RATLROAD ACCIDENTS ITNVOLVING HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

The Need for Emergency Response Planning
Between Railroads and Communities

For over a decade, the Safety Board has been concerned with cmergency

~ response management of railroad accidents involving hazardous materials.

Between 1977 and 1987, the Safety Board {nvestigated several raflroad

-accidents and wncidents involving hazardous materfals in which the lack of

adequate written emergency response plans and the lack of practice with the
emergency response procedures between the railroads and the community
presented major safety problems,?' In these accidents/incidents, the lack of

‘ Rlanntng {a) hindered efforts made by the community response personnel to

andle the emergency and to minimize the risk to the public, (b} fncreased.
the severity of the damage or consequences resulting from the accident,
and/or (c) lengthened the duration of the evacuation period and disruption to
businesses.

As a result of problems seen in its investigation of the 1977 accident
in Rockingham, North Carolina, the Safety Board conducted a special
investi?ation to address on-scene coordipation among agencies at hazardous
materials accldents. Based on the findings of the special {nvestigation

NISB  1979), the Safety Board recommended that the DOT develop and
{sseminate guidelines for planning emergency response to transportation
accidents invelving hazardous materials; the plan should address the on-scene
command structure, establishment of a command post and communications, the
structure of coordination of efforts, and control of access to the accident
site. In the recommendation (Safety Recommendation 1-79-5), the Board also
asked that the DOT clearly identify the responsibilities of the responding
federal, State, local, and private agencies.

Two DOT agencies took action in vesponse te the recommendation., In
August 1980, the RSPA completed a study entitled "A Community Hodel for
Handling Hazardous Material Transportation Emergeéncies,” which {ncludes a
users manwal for small communities and vural aveas to conduct risk
assessments. In September 1980, the Federal Highway Administration pub)ished
*Guidelines for Applying Criteria To Designate Routes for Transporting
Hazardous Materials.® Further, in July 1981, the Federal Emergency

~ Management Agency (FEMA) published “Planning Guide and Checklist for

Hazardous Materfals Contingency Plans.®  FEMA also contracted with the
International Association of Fire Chiefs to prepare the planning guide
*Disaster Planning Guidelines for Fire Chiefs.” Bazad on the actions taken

2} yne events occurred in Rockingham, North Coaroline (1927); Crestview,
Florids (1979); towmervilile, Nassachusetts (1980); tivingston, Ltouisiane
(1962); Worth tittte Rock, Arksnses (1984); Elkhart, Indians (198%); Pine
Biuff, Arkensss {1983); Miamishurg, Ohio (1986); end New Orleans, Louisisns
(1987).
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by the Federal agencies, the Safety Board clissified Safety Recommendation
1-79-5 as *Closcd--Acceptable Action” on August 11, 1982.

Despite the actions taken by the Federal agencies to develop and publish
uidelines addressing on-scene coordination for ener?ency response, the
afely Board continued to see problems related to the lack of planning for

emergency response between communities and railroads. In 1985, in its
special Investigation report on railroad yard safety, the Board addressed the
need for coordinated emergoncy response planning. for railroad yards, through
which pass a high volume of hazardous materials and where the release of the
miterials pose great threats to public safety (NISB 1985c). The spacial
investigation identified many accidents/incidents in which the coordination
needed to handle the exergency was inadequate and in which the inadequacy
vresulted from a lack of planning any Joint disaster drills between the
rallroad and emergency response personnel. Based on fts special
fnvestigation, on June 6, 1985, the Safety Board issued the following safety
reconmendation to a1l ratlroads that operate rafl yards:

R.85-53

In conrdination with communities adjacent to your railroad yards,
develop and implement emergency planning and response procedures
for handling releases of hazardous materials. These procedures
-should address. at a minfmum, {initial notification procedures,
response actions for the safe handling of releases of the various
types of hazardous materfals transported, identificatfon of key
contact personnel, conduct of emergency drills and exercises, and
tdentification of the resources to be provided and the actions to
be taken by the railroad and the community.

0f the 54 raflroads that veceived the vecommendation, 9 no longer exist
because of mergers or other corporate changes and 29 did not respond to the
Safety Board:2?

Alton & Southern Railroad Company

Atlanta & Saint Andrews Bay Railway Company
Bangor and Arvoostock Railvoad Company

Belt Rallway Company of Chicago

Bessemer and Lake Erie Railroad Company
Boston and Haine Corporation

Colorado and Southern Railway Company

Ouluth, Missabe and Iron Range Railway Company
Florida €ast Coast Rallway Company

Grand Trunk Western Ratlroad Company

23 ,he fotlroads that no tonger exist sre: Chessie System; Clinchifald
faticoad Co.; Oetrolt, Toledo, and Shost Line Rsflroed Co.; Ft. Worth snd
oenver talluay Co; Georgis Reilroad; Illinols Veeminel Roilvoad Company;
Norfolk fFrankitn end Danville Raltuay Co.; S$esboard Systenm Rallroad, Inc.,
snd Washington Yeraminel Compeny,
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Green Bay and Western Railroad Company
Kansas City Southern Railway Company
Lake Superior & Ishpeming Ratlroad Company
Matne Central Railroad Company
R . Milwaukee Road ‘ 9
2 ~ Minneapolis, Northfield and Southern Railroad Company };
. Monogahela Railway Compan{ .
Norfolk and Portsmouth Belt Line Railroad Company
Norfolk and Western Railway Company ‘
o Pittsburg & Shawmut Railroad Company » ‘
b Pittsburgh and Lake Erie Railroad Company . 5
. Soo Line Railroad Company : |
4 Southern Pacific Transportation Company !
' Terminal Railroad Association of St. Louis o

ey

L - Texas Mexican Raflway Company
' Yoledo, Peoria & Western Railway Company
C Union Pacific Railroad Company ;!
W : Unfon Raflroad Company

Vermont Rafiway, Inc. #.'

L Only 16 ratlroads responded; the status of the recommendation, based on -
\’ the response of each rall carrier, is as follows: 7
Rallroad Status -
i Alaska Ratlroad Corp. Closed--Acceptable Action E

g B Atchinson, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Co. (losed--Acceptable Action k-
TR Burlington Northern Railroad Company Closed--Acceptable Action - g
- Cambria and Indiana Railroad Co. (losed--Reconsidered?? ‘ B

{ CSX Transportation, Inc. | O?en--ﬂcceptable Response N
! Chicago and 1114inois Midland Railroad Co. Closed--Acceptable Action K
Chica%o and North Western Transportation Co. Open- -Acceptable Response
\ Consolidated Rail Corporation Open--Response Received
Y : DeYaware and Hudson Valley Railway Co, Open--Acceptable Response
' ‘ Denver and Rio Grande Western Railvoad Co. Open--Acceptable Response
- Detroit and Hackinac Railway Co. Open--Acceptable Response
El?in, Jolfet and Eastorn Railway Co. Open--Response Recefved
14nois Central Railroad Company Open--Acceptable Response
Indiana Harbor Belt Railroad Co. ' Closed--Acceptable Action

i

! Missouri-Kansas-Texas Raflroad Co. Open--Unacceptable Response
| Richmond, Fredericksburg & Potomoc Raflvoad Co.  Closed--Acceptable Action

i

23 tnbrh ond Indiana Ratliroad responded that ft did notc transport any .
hatardous materbals. Besed on this finforantion, the Ssfety Boerd classified
ths Safety Recommendatfon R-85-.53 to the raflrosd o “Closed--Reconsiderad.”
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Only 6 of the 54 raiiroads that operate rafl yards indicated that they have
been in contact with sommunities to develop and implement emergency planning
and response procedures. Consequently, the Safety Board belfeves that action

fs sti)l needed between most railioads that operate rail yavds and the

communities in which thé yards ave located.

The Safety Board has also addressed fts concerns about the need for
emergency response planning to non-Federa) agencies. 1In 1985, as a result of
a derailment at Murdock, T1linois, the Safety Board urged the Internatfonal
Association of Fire Chiefs (IAFC), the International Assoclatfion of Chiefs of
Police (IACP), and the International Socfety of Fire Service Instructors
(1SFS1) to notify their members that evacuation zones may need to he larger

. than the {nitial distances recommended in the DOT Emergency Response

Guidebook for Hazardous Materials Incidents because parts of tank cars
carrying liquids or gases may be propelled a distance far beyond the
recommended evacuation zone; thus a larger evacuation zone may be necessary
to protect against injury (Safety Recomiendation [-85-16).2% Based on the
actfons taken by the [ACP and ISFSI to notify their members, the Safety Board
classified Safety Recommendation [-85-15 to those organizations as *Closed--
Acceptable Action.,” In fts 1989 response, the IAFC stated it had notified
{ts members and had also requested that DOT revise the distances in the
guidebook. The OOT revised the “"protective actfon" distances in the
guidebook, which was distributed to IAFC members. Based on the action taken,
tha Safety Board classifies Safcty Recommendation 1-85-15 to the IAFC as
*Closed--Acceptable Action.* :

In 1988, the Safety Board recommended that the National League of Cfties
(NLC) (a) adyise its membership of events of the 1987 hazardous materials
accident in New Orleans, Louisiana, in which butadiene leaked from a tank
car and ignfted (NYSB 1988), and (b) urge its membership to develop and
fmplement, 1in coordination with rafl yard management, emergency response
procedures for handling releases of hazardous materials from tank cars
}Safety Recommendation R-88-69). In September 1989, the Board sent a
ollowup letter to the NLC. No response was recefved. .

The Sarety Board s concerned that so few of the railroads thal were
recipients of Safety Recommendation R-85-53 have acted in a' positive manner.
Likewlse, the Safety Board is concerned that the NLC has not vesponded to
Safety Recommendatfon R-88-69, especially because the Board learned in its
{nvestigations of the 45 cases that many communities and the railroads that
operate trains carrying hazardous materials through those coamunities either
gg no]t have proper emergency response plans or are not property exercising

e plans, ,

u After the accldent, which occurred on Seoteaber 2, 1983, a tenk car
toaded Nith flamnsble comprissed gas exploded and rocketed },630 foet frow
the dersttaent site. That distence §s nearly 1,000 feet beyond the V/2-mile
svacustion tone recommended in the 007 Emergency Response Guidebook, Sefety
Recommendation 1:85-15 was fssued In o tetter deted April 19, 198%, to the
TAFC, the TACP, and the 18FSL.
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In at least 21 of the 45 cases (47 percent), the incident commander did
not have a hazardous matceials emergency response plan to follow (table 4).

- In these accidents, the decisions of emergency response personnel to evacuate

were generally based on their visual observation of the accident sites ard on
varfous emergency response guidebooks published by Federal or State agencies.
In 9 of the 45 cases, personnel responding to the emergency did not use an
emeryency response plan because efther evacuations were not conducted or the
emarqency was resolved quickly.?> tEmergency response plans were folloaed in
15 of the 45 cases.

Major problems did not occur in most of the cases in which the incident
commander relied on various emergency rvesponse guidebooks. However, the
value of an emorgency rasponse plan is 1llustrated by the 1988 accident in
Punta Gorda, Florida.

. Punta Gorda, Florida, On March 10, 1988, 40 cars in a Seminole Gulf
Ratlway, Inc., freight train deratled in Punta Gorda, Florida. One of the
derailed cars, a covered hopper car, contained ammonium nitrate (en
oxidizer). Because the product was potentially explosive, and two tank cars
containing Viquified petroleum gas (a flammable gas) were in the immediate
area, local authorities ordered a precautionary evacuation of 300 persons in
the vicinity of the derafiment. ‘

The local community did not have an emergency response plan, and the
raflroad and local emergency response agencies had not previously
participated in any planning activity to prepare for an emergency. No one
answered a published telephone number for the railroad, which is usually
call-forwarded to the ratlroad agent’s residence after the close of business,
and the ralflroad had not published an emergency telephone number,

" Consequently, the local fire chief did not know how to. contact the railread

to obtain information about the ammontum nitrate. Unable to obtain
information from the rallroad, Voc2l firve officials used the 1987 Federal
Emergenc¥ Guidelines for Hazardous Materials (DOT P5800.4) to contact
CHEMTREC?® for information, Fire officials were unable to supply CHEMTREC
with the name of the shipper or consignee as CHEMTREC required because the
rajlroad could not be reached to provide the necessary information. As a
result, CHEMTREC did not fnitially respond to the fire department’s request
for f{nformation. Based on its investigation, the Safety Board concluded

25 ¢or exsmple, the teak of hetsrdous matecials from the fitting on a
standing tenk coar, which was quickly stopped.,

24 CHENTAREC, the Cheafcal Transportetion Emergency Center, 13 operated
by the Chemfcel Hanufascturers Association, The Center wis established to

provide Inftial and lamediate information on handting hezerdous materials ond
other chenicals, :
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Table 4.--Occurrence of . evicuations and communily emergency response plans  irn
accidents/incidents fnvestigated March 1988 to fedruary 1989 during the safely study, and
occurrence of emergency response planaing and disaster drills between railroad personned
and esergancy response ajencies, by location and Lype of sccident

fveat Type of Evacuation Oocumented  Plamnirg  Olsaster
numter  location of accident Ratlroad accident conjucted plins activity  deldis
1 Claade, TX 8N Deraliment N .. ¥ N
2 Punta Gorda, Ft $6LR Derallment \ ] L} N
3 Pasco, WA BN Deraflmest N . ¥ N
[} Jeffersonville, IN R Standing car N - . ..
5 Vilatrgton, CA vp Standing cir N Y .. ]
[ Reodhouse, ' [t Deratloent Y N L N
? Denver, €O Uk " $tandiag car N .. .- --
8 Galfport, MS MSRC Deralineat ¥ Y Y Y
9 Sheridan, Wi W Deraflment \ L] N N
10 Las Yegas, WY up $tandieg car N | | A \
11 Colunbus, OH (271 Deraflment N N N Y
12 Crofton, XY Sx Derallpeat ¥ Y Y ]
13 Deer Park, X PIRA Standing v L .. . -
2] faraua, N8 8N Srade cressirg N . .
1% Vhite Bluff, Tit (44 Oerattaent yi L] Y []
{6 Altovns, IA IAlS Colliston Y v .- -
1 Usbarger, 1X ATSF $tanding car Y R N N
18 Ohtopyle, PA (134 Oeratioent \ N N R
19 Brazoria, VX up Derafiment Y ¥ ¥ ¥
20 toudonviltle, OH CR Deraflaent Y L] ¥ N
2 Eisberry, W0 8N Deradivent Y K | N
22 Eiberton, GA (33 Derallment Y Y N L]
3 fia Grove, ¥} $00 Deratipent ¥ Y ¥ Y
2 Athens, GA ' (331 feratinent Y N .- --
s his, TN. 1" Standing cir Y Y Y N
b Jacksonville, FL (434 Deratloent Y 1 Y Y
13 Sumit, L Ic Deratinent ¥ N N Y
28 Rineyville, kY PAL Oeratinent Y N Y N
29 fasley, SC N Deraflment Y N N N
30 Pearl, IL CHRN Dei el lment N . . .
1} Korganzd, LA tA Deratlmest Y L] X N
n Newcastle, (A 134 Deratlmest Y N ] X
n Lyndon Station, ¥l $00 Derailoent ¥ X Y Y
M Bangor, Al €SX Derafloeat Y N L] N
3$ Lanagan, MO | {33 Deratloent Y N N N
16 fruitvale, X P Oerattment ¥ ¥ N N
k)] Palmyra, M ] Standing ¢ar N .. .- ¥
8 €dison, N {R Standing cor | Y Y N
19 Flagstaff, Al AIS# Deratipenat Y Y Al ]
40 Bonners Ferry, 10 up Standing car ¥ Y H [y
1] Helena, A1 MRL Colltsion Y y N [
42 Kansas City, XS AT Standing tar N . .-
43 Hanteca, CA sP Oeratinent Y N .. .
L} Bordulac, ND $00 Oerallinent Y N N N
L1 Akron, (H ¢S Deratlnent Y Y ¥ N

150)

Mot applicable, or raiiroad did not answer Safety Board Inquiry; Y » Teys R« No.

f-esacuated.
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that had the community had an emergency response plan that ltisted an
emergency number for the railroad, the problems exr:irienced by responding

ersonnel in obtaining information about the hazardous materials could have

een avoided.??

As a result of this accident, the Safety Board {ssued . $afely
Recowmendation R-89-7)7 to the American Shortline Ratlroad Association (ASLRA)
asking that member raflroads be urged to maintain a 24-hour telephone number
and a point of contact in the event of an ewergency. Based on the action
taken by the ASLRA to advise its members of the recommendation, the Board
classified R-89-29 as "Closed--Acceptable Action* on May 29, 1990. As a
result of this recommendation, the Safety HBoard belleves that communities
with a written emergency response plan ara more likely to have reliable
informatfon {including telephone numbers) to use in the event of an accident
involving hazardous materials. However, the Safety Board remains concerned
that communities without such a plan may experience similar problems to those
that occurred in the Punta Gorda accident. :

The accident- fn MHelena, Montana, 1)lustrates the importance of

considering all the potential complications that could affect a comaunity’s

ability to affactively handle the emergency.

- Helena, Montana. During the emergency response to the February 2, 1989,
accident in Helena, Montana, the incident commander was unable to effectively
exercise control over the multiple command posts established, some responding
agencies were unaware that a centralized command center had been established
or that an incident commander had been designated, and some responding
agencies could not coordinate thefr activities.?® As a result of {ts
investi?ation of the accident, the Safety Board concluded that the hazardous
materials emergency response plan used by the cily of Helena did not provide
for adequate coordination between participating agencies, did not define the
role of the participating agencies or the dutfes and authority of the
incident commander, and did not provide for training of personnel to
fmplemant the plan (MNiSB 1989). The Safety Boavd issued several site
spacific safety recomrendatfons to correct deficiencies noted.??

27 $ince the esccident, CHEMFREC has fmpleaented new procedures that
stionw the emerqancy center to provide product Information to emergency
response pearsornel In thoe early minutees of an energency even when the
tetlroad, the salpper, or the consignee cannot be focatad or fdentifjed.

zst susrsry of the aectetident appears in the sectlon "Performents of
007-111A Tank Cors Involved In Accidents,.

29.lho turrent classitications are as follows: Sefaty Recomaendetions
R-89-084, <85, and <87 to the city of Helens are "Openc-Acceptable Response~;
2-89-86 to the city of delens is *"Closed--Acceptable Acttion”; and 2-89-88 to
the State of Hontanas end Re89-89 to the Lewi~ and Clark Dissster Etmergency
Services are *Open--Anslt fesponse.™ Followup letters were sent to the State
of MHontana snd tho Llewls and Clerk Disaster Emergency Services on May 7,
19914,

3
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- In the cases in which the incident commander followed emergency response
plans, the plans contributed to the effectiveness of the emergenty response.
The benefit of written emargency vesponse plans s f$1lustrated by the
accident at Elberion, Georgfa.

Elberton, Georgle.  Emergency agencies of Elbert County, in which
Elberton is located, were notified immediately after the August 8, 1988,
deratinent .30 Within 10 minutes, personnel from the responding fire
department made contact with the train’s conductor, who supplied the fire
deqartment with {nformation about the hazardous materisls. The evacuation
f? lowed the guidelines of the Elberton-Elbert County Emergency Operations
Plan,

The {nvestigation of the accident concluded that the effective and
efficient emergency response, which followed the esergency response plan,
lfnited the number of persons who would have been :xposed to the potential
haraful effects of the product xylene éwhich had been released from damaged

also limited the number of injuries
resulting from exposure to the xylene.

The accidents in Punta Gorda, Florida; Helena, Montana; and Elberton,
Georgia, - provide examples of the importance of having a coordinated,
well-managed response to an accident 1involving a release of hazardous
matertals. In at least 19 of the 45 cases (42 percent), the local incident
cormanders and the railroads had not been in contact before the accidents to
plan actions to take in the event of a train accident involving hazardous
materials (see table 4).

Ratl carriers transport a varfety of hazardous materials that, f{f
released, pose great threats to public safety of the communities along their
routes. The ability of community response agencies to respond effectively to
a railroad z2ccident involving hazardous materials depends on the adequacy of
the information that {s available to them. Development of a written
emergency response plan is the most efficient means to ensure that the
fncident commander (whose role it is to coordinate the emergency response)
has the information needed to rospond effectively, whether the accidents
fnvolve a single, standing tank car or many tank cars scattered over a large
area and posing wmultiple hazards. The incident commander should be
knowledgeable of the content of the community emergency rvesponse plan, which
should include up-to-date information on items such as key ratlroad nersonnel
and means of contact, procedures to identify the hazardous materials being
transported, identification of resources for technical assistance that may be
needed during the response effort, and procedures for coordination of
activities between raflroad offtcials and emergency response agencles afte:
anh accident. In addition, rail carriers that routinely transport hazardous
materfals through communities have a vesponsibility to provide to ‘the
community current information that would e2nable the community to establYish

30 A summery of the sccident appears tn the section wierdormence of
bO0T-411A Tank Cars Involvad in Accideants,®
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appropriate emergency response procedures to cope with a velease of, or fire
or explosion involving, hazardous materials,

In a similar manner, the ratlroad’s emergency vesponse plan should
document aapropriate and up-to-date informatfon from the community, including
the identification of the local emergency rvesponse personnel for hazardous
materials emergencies, sources of specialized ,6equipment (such as foam
equipment) within the local area, and rvesource capabilitfes of the local
emargency response agencies and organizations. However, results of the last
official survey on emergency response planning reported by the FEMA and
conducted by the FRA hazardous materials staff in October 1986 indicate that
only 110 of 408 operating railroads responding to the survey have published
emergency vesponse plans that address raflroad accidents/incidents involving
hazardous materials. (About 100 additional railroads did not respond or were
not surveyed.) 8Because most raflroads handle at least some hazardous
materials, these data suggest that many of the operating railroads that
responded to the survey hava not addressed the issue of the safe transport of
hazardous materials in published emergency response plans.

Drills Of Simulated Emergencies

It is $mportant for railroad personnel and local emergency response
organizations to exercise or “test® the pracedures outlined in a documented
emergency response plan, A Joint, full-scale disaster dril) of a simulated
emergency could identify any shortcomings in the plan and would better
prepare responding personnel for emergencies involving hazardous materials.
In at least 26 of the 45 cases (58 percent), the local emergency rvesponse
coordinators and railroad personnel had not particiﬁated in Joint disaster
drills {see table 4). The accidents in Akron, Ohio, and in Elm Grove,
Wisconsin, )lustrate the positive effects of disaster drills. The accident
in Akron also {llustrates the need for disaster drills with railroad and
emergency response personnel.

Akeon, Ohjo. On February 26, 1989, 21 frelght cars in a CSX train
derailed in a ratl yard in Akron, Ohio. Of the 21 cars, 9 were tank cars
filled with butane (a flammable gas); these tank cars came to rest adjacent
to a B8.F. Goodrich Chemical Company plant. Butane, released from two
breached tank cars, immedfately caught fire; some of the butane burned for
5 days before the fire could be extinguishad. About 1,750 residents were
evacuated from the area. As a result of the accident, 5 emergency response
personnel vrecefved ninor injuries, and 50 residents and passersby were
treated for complaints of coughing, conjunctivitis, eye irritation, and
anxjety. Damage to the freight cars was estimated at $521,000; damage L. the
chemical plant was estimated at $1 million,

The Akron fire department and the B.f. Goodrich Chemical Company had
participated in disaster drills and planning for an emergency. Fire
department personnel responded to the emergency situation at the cheaical
K]ant {n a wall-organized manner; the fire department knew the potential

azards at the plant and the persons to contact, and communications and
coordination between fire department and plant personnel were efficient. In
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contrast, the communications and coordination between the fire department and
raitroad personnel in the early stages of the emergency response ware not
well organized: inadequate communications between emergency response
personnel and raflroad personnn) about vital information regirding the tank
cars and hazardous malerials lnvolved in the derailment resulted in a delay
for the emergency response personne) in obtaining timely imnfurmation needed
to attack the firn. Based on its finvestigation, the Safely Board concluded
that the inadequate communications may have resulted, in part, from the lack
of Jointly conducted disaster drills between city agencies and the railroad
 (NTSB 1990). a

As a vesult of its investigation, the Safety Board recomwernded that the
l CSX should complete, as soon as possible, drills for handling releases of
hazardous materials with all communities through which CSX operates trains
transporting hazardous waterials (Safety Recormendation R-90-29), On
November 15, 1999, CSX rasponded to the recommendation stating that since
B , 1978, CSX had provided training for 30,000 non-company persornel. According
[ ol to materials provided by C(SX to the Safety Board, the current training
CA] includes classroom instruction, videotapes, and an occasional drill or
i *hands-on" exercise. The Safety Board stated in its veply to CSX on May 7,
AT 1991, that although the type of training the railroad provides is useful, ]
f;’ that type of training may not be as effective by itself as it would be in i
[ combination with drills and it therefore 3id not meet the intent of the ‘
4 I8 recomsendation. The Board z1so ewphasized the need for joint disastes drills
]¢, to. bring about {mprovements in coordination and communicatfon betwaen the
# 0 rallroad and communities during an actual emergency. Because the CSX had not
a taken appropriate action, the Board classified Safety Recommendation R-90-29 k- .
as "Open--Unacceptable Response.” -

Elm Grove, Wisconsin. On August 10, 1988, 24 of 116 cars in a SO0 Line .

3 Railroad Company frefght train derafled at Elm Grove, Wisconsin. Of the \

9 derafled cars, one was a tank car loaded with isobutane (a ftammable gas) and : [
; two were tank cars loaded with methanol (a flanmable 1iquid); the tank cars
H : did not release their products. Two other tank cars involved in the accident
‘[ contained hazardous materials residue (sodium hydroxide), Emergency response
personne) were immediately notified of the accident, Within 5 minutes after
the accideat the command post was set up, from which the actions of three
3y fire departments were coordinated. Because of the hazards of the {sobutane
3 and methanol, emergency response pevsonnel evacuated 300 rersons from the
)} area; the evacuation remained in effect for 30 hours until the tank cars
i containing hazardous materials were re-ratled. Responding personnel followed
1 the community’s documented emergency response plan, In addition, vatlroad

N and emergency response personng) had participated in joint disaster drills

P prior-*, the accident. The Safety Board believes that the results of proger

e emergency planning, {including the conduct of Joint disaster drills, . .

TER facilitated the management of the emergency, demonstrating the value of such R
v R planning and testing. ’
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The severily of these accidents and the potentia)l for catastrophic
results emphasizes the importance of having an emergency response plan and
the testing of the emergency response procedures. ‘ .

The AAR also has recognized the need for adequate hazardous materials
emergency response plans, In guidelines prepared under contract for the FRA,
the AAR cited several problems addressed in Safety Board reports, including
(1) a lack of coordination among goverrmental organizations, (2) the
inability of emevy-acy response crews to quickly obtain the description of
the cargo from the shipping papers on the train, (3) a lack of sufficient
tnvolvement by railvoads in the emergency responsé planning and preparedness
of local organizatfons, and (4) inadequate comnunication between railroad and
public officials at the accident site (AAR 1989). The AAR also urged
raflroads to coordinate their plans with local organfizations so that
energency response personnel of the railroad and the local organizations will
be familiar with one another’s plans. In addition, the AAR believes that
railroads should consider periodic drills to evaluate the emergency response
capab:lities of the railroads and of the State and local emergency response
agencies,

Curther, an Inter-Industry Task Force on the Safe Transportation of
Hazardous Materfals, comprising representatives of the AAR and the Chemical
Hanufacturers Association, has designated hazardous materials routes as
routes on which railvoads should focus training and asststance related to
conmunity contingency planning. (The recommended railroad operating

practices for the transport of hazardous materfals, based on vecommendations

of the Inter-Industry Task Force, are presented in appendix H).

Recent legislation also vecognizes the importance of emergency

preparedness for transportation accidents involving hazardous materials. The
Hazardous Materials Transportation Uniform Safety Act of 1990 provides grants
to States for training emergency vesponse personnel and vequires the
establishnent of standards in emergency preparedness for personnel vesponding
to ag:idgnts involving the transportation of hazardous materfals (see
appendix £}, )

The Safety Board belfeves that the raflroads have a responsibility: to
coordinate with communities to assist them in developing a written emergency
response plan and keeping fts content up-to-date. In addition, the Safety
Boavd also balfeves that communities have a responsibility to their citizens
to contact the railreads to obtaim the information needed for developing a
comprehensive emergency response plan and for keeping its content current.

Action Needed

The continuation of problems vrelated to the 1lack of coordinated
emergency response planning as seen in the accidents f{nvestigated by the
Safety Board indicates that not all communities and vailroads have taken the
necessary actions to adequately plan for hazardous materials emergencies fin
ra$l yards and along hazardous matevials rvoutes. Accordingly, the Board




classiffes Safety Recommendation R-85-53 as Closed--{Various
Actions)/Superseded™®? by Safety Recommendations R-91-15 to Class I and two
large regional railroads (Guilford Transportation Industries, Inc., and
MidSouth Rail Corporation), and R-91-17 to the ASLRA (for local and other
regional ratlroads), urging the railroads to develop, implement, and keep
current, in coordination with communities adjacent to the vaflroad yards and
along hazardous materials routes, written emergency response plans and
procedures for handling releases of hazardous materials. The procedures
- should address, at a minimum, key railvoad personnel and means of contact,
procedures to identify the hazardous materfals being transported,
fdentification of resources for technical assistance that may be needed
durfng the response effort, procedures for coordination of activities between
rattroad and emergency response personnel, and the conduct of disaster drills
or other appropriate methods to test emergency response plans.

The Safely Board also belfeves that the NLC, Natfonal Association of
Counties, IAFC, IACP, and the National Sheriffs’ Association should encourage
their members to (a) develop, implement, and keep curvent, in coordination
with each other and the railroads, written emergency response plans and
procedures for handling releases of hazardous materials; and (b) urge the
incident commanders to stay knowledgeable of the written content,
Accordingly, the Board classifies Safety Recommendation R-88-69 to the HNLC
as "Closed--Unacceptable Action--No Response Received/Superseded” by Safety
Recommendation R-91-22 asking that these actions be taken by the
organfzatfons named above, :

3 Sssed on the current status of the crecomaendation {issued to the
tndividust rattroads and Indtcoted in the tabulation [n the section ®The Need
for Emergency Response Planning Betueen Rafiroads end Communities.”
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RAICROAD ENPLOYEE TRAINING FOR HAZARDOUS MAYERIALS EMERGENCIES

Emergency response planning between railroads and the comunity,
discussed in the previous section, is but one aspect of preparedness for
hazardous materials eirergencies. Another aspect is the training needed by
rafiroad employees who operate trains transporting hazardous materfals and
who must take appropriste actions immediately after an accident that involves
hazardous materials,

The Need for Improved Railroad Employee Training

The Safety Board first addressed the need for improved railroad
employee trainirig for emergencies in 1its rveport about the 1975 accident
involving the collision of three passenger trains in Wilmington, Delaware
(NTSB 1676). In i{ts 1980 report of a special study on railroad emergency
procedures, a compo.fre of 10 accidents {nvolving hazardous materia‘s
investigated between 1570 arnd 1980, the Safety Board issued recommendations
urging the FRA to dovelop and establish guidelines for procedures to be used
by rallroad personnel in the event of an emergency, and to require that rafl
carriers test their emergency vresponse procedures using simulated
emergencies (Safety Recommendations R-80-6 and -7{‘(NTSB 1980b). In the 1980
spectal study report, the Safety Board also vreiterated a similar
recommendation (R-76-29), fssued to the FRA in 1977 as a result of the
passenger train collisicn in Wilmington, to address railroad employee
training for emergencies. Because the FRA did not take action, in June 1986,
the Boavrd classified Safety Recommendations R-76-29, R-8G-6. and R-80-7 as
*Closed--Unacceptable Action.”

After the 1980 safety study, the Safely Board conlinued to {ssus
recommendations about ratlroad employee training to varfous rail carriers
whose personnel were involved in hazardous materials accidents. Two such
accidents--in  Livingston, Louisiana, and {n Miamisburg, OChio--further
{Ylustrate the need for improved rallvoad employee tratining.

Livingston, Louisiana. The Safety Board’s investigatfon of the
September 28, 1982, accident 1in Livingston, Louisian2, revealed that
1«nediatel{ after the accident, the conductor took the train’s waybills and
consist with him, but he left an emergency response hazardous materials
guidebook locked up in the caboose (NYSB 1983),32  Had he provided the
guidebook to emergency response personnel, it could have aided the
responding personnel {n identifying actions to take to manage the emergency
~and to protect the public. Fortunately, an off-duty State police officer
arrived 45 minutes later with an emergency resqouse guidebook., Had the
officer not arrived with a guidebook, initial actiont to manage the
emergency could have been even further delayed. As a result of {ts
fnvestigation, the Safety Board recommended that the rail carrier, I11inois

LI sumnery of the accident appears (n the section "perforasnce af
DOT-131A Tank Cars 1nvolved in Acelidents.*




Central Gulf Rallroad Comepany (ICG), {include fin {ts training curricula
thorough reviews and explanations of the timetable special instructians
pertaining to the handling of hazardous materials emergencies (Safety
. Recommendatfon R-83-86, issued August 12, 1983). The I1CG did not respond to
the reconmendation, so the Safsly Board wrote the carrier again in October
1984. Because there was still no vesponse, the Board classified the
recosmendation as "Closed--Unacceptable Action® and in a letter to ICG dated
December 1, 1986, stated that it would reconsider the classification if the
1¢6 had {information or documentation to indicate action had been taken on
the recomeendation, TYhe 1CG did not respond. :

Niamisburg, Ohio. On July 8, 1986, 15 cars in a Baltimore and Ohio
Rasiroad Company freight train derailed in Mtamisbur?. Ohio. Of the 15 cars,
2 were tank cars containing hazardous materials: yellow phosphorus (a highly
flammable, solid material that ignites on contact with air and that is toxic
by inhalation) and molten sulfur (a product that can produce toxic gases when
burned). These tank cars were extensively damaged, released their products,
and were involved in the subsequent fire. About 7,000 persons were evacuated
as a safety precaution. Ouring the next 48 hours, a 3-square-mile area was
evacuated, affecting 30,000 persons; 569 persons were treated for vartous
medical complaints during the fncident. Property damage and cost of cleanup
were estimated at $3.5 million.

The Safety Board concluded from its fnvestigation that the crew’s
ineffective actions made it more difficult for emergency response personnel
to coordinate their efforts: (a) The conductor did not dispatch a crewmember
to fnspect the vear of the train; consequently, he could provide emergency
response personnel only limited information about the number of cars derailed
and hazardous materials f{nvolved; (b) the conductor lost valuable time
vetrieving the waybills and reassembling them to fdentify all the cars in the
deraliment; (c) when the conductor Veft the locomotive, he inadvertently left
behind an emergency guidebook, which contained information that could have
aided emergency response personnel in immediately identifying actions to take
to manage the emergency and to protect the public (NTSB 1987). As a result
of the investigation, the Safety Board recommended that CSX*3 reemphasize to
all operating personnel the importance of directing their fnitial activities
following a derallment to local emergency response agencies (Safety
Recomsendation R-87-56). The CSX responded that it had revised its hazardous
materials training schedule, emphasized the procedures spelled out in {ts
emer?ency response guide, and issued bulletins addressing the CSX yard and
terminal hazardous materials program, Based on the action taken by tho
railroad, the Safety Board classified Safety Recommendation R-£7-56 as
*Closed- -Acceptable Action.®

33 At the tise of the acctdent, the saitimore and Ohio Reflroad Compsny
was o subsidisry of the Chesapeake end Ohio Rslisay Compeny. puring the
investigstion, the 880 merged into the €80 and became CX transportation,
inc,, 8 whelly owned subsidiary of C$X Corporation.
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Results of finterviews with crewmembers involved in 31 of the 45 cases

“$ndicate that 16 of 31 conductors and 15 of 31 engineers had not received any

hazardous materials training apart from rules examipations (table 5). The
accident at Akron, Ohfo, fllustrates some deficiencies in railroad employee

training.

Akron, Ohio. During the investigation of the accident that octurred
February 26, 1989, in Akron, Ohio,3* CSX crewmembers stated that the only
hazardous materials training they received had been provided in routine
railroad operating rules class. Also, the crewnmembers had not been given
efficiency checks on actions to take following emergencies {nvolving
hazardous materials.

Based on its investigation, the Safety Board concluded that the faflure
of the traincrew to immediately contact and provide emergency response
personnel with train papers and information -about hazardous materials
fnvolved in the deratiment, and the faflure of first-arriving ratlroad
supervisory personnel to verify that necessary information had been provided
to emergency response personnel, were probably the result of inadequate
fnstruction and training on actions to take {immediately following an
emergency involving hazardous materials (NTSB 1990). On September 25, 1990,
the Safety Board i{ssued the following safety recommendation to CSX:

8-90-28

Provide training, fn addition to operating rules classes, to
operating crews and supervisors on the actions they are to take
immediately following an accident involving hazardous materials;
this training should include, at a minimum, (1) the responsibility
of crewmembers to f{dentify themselves to emergencr resgonse
personnel and to provide accurate information, including onboard
documentation, of hazardous matertals involved in the accident, (2)
the responsibility of supervisory personnel to verify that
emergency response personnel have all needed information and that
ft s accurate, and (3) the means by which supervisors are to
determine if employees understand fully their responsibilities.

In a response dated November 15, 1990, the CSX outlined action it was
taking as a rosult of the recommendation: (1) The operating rules classes
for trafncrews have been increased from 4 hours biennially to 8 hours
tnnually; of the 8 hours, 3 are devoted to hazardous materials training
provided by the company’s hazardous materlals personnel; (2) the operating
vules examination for traincrews now include two specific questions that
address responsibilities of traincrews to assist emergency response

ersonnel in a hazardous materials incident; and (3) efficiency tests are to
e given by company officials to determine the operating traincrews’
understanding of their responsibilities to emergency response personnel.

34, sunmery of the accident appears in the section *0rills of $tmulated
tmergencies.”
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Table S.--Occurrence of training related to Mzardous materfals
eeergencies provided to the conductors and engineers Involved
{n the accidents/incidents favestigated March 1988 to Fedrupr:
lﬁﬁg d«;\;inq the safely study, by location of accident
ratirod

Event Training for Training for
aumber  Location of sccident Rallroad  corductor engineer
Claude, X O N N
funta Gorda, FL SCLR R Y
Pasco, A on N N
Jeffersonvilie, N R n/a 6/
Wilaington, CA yp n/a n/a
Roodbouse, 1L (40 H N
Deaver, €O vp n/s n/a
Gulfport, NS HSRC M N
Sheridan, W1 ¥ N N
[ Las Vejas, NV vp n/a n/a
1 {alumbus, OH (£33 Y Y
2 Croften, XY (sx Y \
3 Oc¢er Park, YX PIRA n/3 n/t
4 faraun, X8 8Y -- .-
§ white Bluff, T €3 N N
$ Abloona, 1A TAlS r&z)b uéz)b

17 Uebarger, TX ATSF y
18 Ohiopyle, PA (211 ) Y ¥
19 Bratoria, TX up v ) |
20 Loudsaville, OH R Y ) |
21 Eliberey, W ] Y ¥
22 Elberton, €A (414 .. -
3 £l Grove, 1 $00 Y ¥
i Athkcas, GA [$3 .o .
4] Hemphls, TN {4 n/a nfa
26 Jachsonvitie, FL (214 ..
27 Surait, Il IC N N
28 Rirayvitle, XY PAL Y Y
29 fisley, NS .. .-
30 Peard, 1L CHN N N
N Morganta, tA LA N N
kY4 Hewcastle, CA 59 Y Y
n Lyndoa Statien, ¥I SO0 Y Y
k1 8argar, AL (231 Y Y
35 Lanagan, M0 [ (83 N N
36 frultvate, 1 up X N
kY4 Palayra, WO 8% n/a 8/a
38 fdison, N LR n/a n/a
19 Flagstaff, Al AYSE ¥ Y
40 Bonners Ferry, 10 up n/a A/
4] Heless, K1 MAL N N
2 Kansas City, KS ATSF nfa n/a
4 Manteca, 14 ¥ |
4“ Bordulac, X0 - §$00 ¥ Y
45 Akroa, OH Csx K N

=« » Ratlroad did not answer Safety Board nquiry; ¥ = Yesy N » No;
a/8 = pot applicadre {the accident/incident tnvolved the relesse of
hazardous materta 5 from standing tank cars rather than from traing
being operated by traincrens),

4 Jraining other thas that provided by the raliroad Ia operating
rules exaninitions,

b the accident/inctdent fnvolved the collisien of 2 tralas;
therefora, 2 traincrens were 3150 fnvolved.

€ The accident was categorized as @ standing car sccident; it
g:vﬁvod hatardous materials in 3 standing trate with traintrev on
ard, .
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The Safety Board is pleased that CSX {s taking action to improve its
employee training pregram. However, in a reply to CSX on May 7, 1991, the
Safely Board highlighted the need for the railroad to train supervisors on
their responsibilities to verify that emergency response personnel have
complete and accurate information after a hazardous materials incident, and
to determine 1f railvoad personnel fully understand their {ndividual
responsibflities. The Safety Board also expressed concern about the
effectiveness of previous efforts taken by the rail carrier to implement an
igproved training program for train crewmembers. (The efforts taken by the
carrier were In response to Safety Recommendation R-87-56, {ssued as a
result of the Miamisburg, Ohio, accident. Those efforts are described
earlier in this section.) The Safety Board consequently requested additicenal
{nformation about the CSX hazardous materials training program, fincluding a
description of subject matter covered, the method of instruction, evaluation
of the employees’ understandirg of the subject material, and plans for
hazardous materials training specific to supervisory personnel. Based on the
positive actions taken by the raillroad, and pendin? additional informatior. on
the training program, the Board has classified Safety Recommendation R-90-28
as "Open--Acceptable Response.” '

Types of Training Provided to Railroad Employees

Discussicns between Safety Board staff and personnel of several
railroads, and evidence from the Safety Board’'s accident investigations,
indicate that the type of training current)y provided to employees varfes
substantially among rail carrfers and sometimes varies within the same
company. Generally, much of the information provided to railroad employees
is hrou?h the company’s operating rules and timetables.33 The rulebooks are
pubYicatfons dssued by the railroad, and they {include a 1ist of the
rasponsibilities and procedures that traincrews are to follow in a hazardous
materials emergency. Although the FRA requires that raflroads file their
operating rules with the agency (49 CFR Part 217), the Federal vule does not
{dentify any specific requirements regarding fnstruction in hazardous
materials safety or procedures.’® Each rail carrier, therefore, determines
the types of information its employees are to be provided {n the rulebook.
Tratning providad by the carrier may include any or all of these elemants as
a part of the inforwmation provided to emrloyees: classroom fnstruction on
operating rules, procedures, and Federal regulations; efffciency checks,

35 timetables often Include safety informetion about hetasrdou, materials
fneluding, but not tinfted to, placarding, emerjency procedures, suitching
proccduras, and other company rulses,

36 The FRA rute requires rallcoads to have & genersl program of perfodic
fastructfon, operntionst tests, and inspactions, The tatlceonds with more
than 40,000 totel employee hours are required to raport snnually s summary of
the number, type, snd resutt of each opsratfonal test and finspection by
operating diviaicn and per 10,000 trafn miles. The rule does not specify any
npocii'e hatardous materfals program of tnstruction, opacetionel tests, or
Inspections.
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tests, and examinations; videotapes; and simulations and deflls. Railroads
require that employees be given a test on the information, termed a “rules
examinatfon.” Most rajlroads offer a review class to help employees prepare
for a rules examination; the class is often held the same day as the test to
minimize time away from work. The railroad determines the frequency of the
rules examination; generally the examination {s given annually.

After the 1986 Miamisburg, Ohio, accident, the railroad (CSX) made
efforts to improve its training program for employees. However, the actions

of the CSX traincrew immedfately after the 1989 Akron accident 1)Justrated

that, despite the ratliroad’s efforts, traincrews needed specific training in
addition to that provided in operating rules classes. Based on interviews
with personnel from other railroads,3” the Safety Board §s aware that other
raflroads have recognized a need for additional training and have increased
or have plans to increase the level of hazardous materials trafning provided.

As a result of fts accideat {nvestigations and its interviews with
personnel of other railroads, the Safety Board believes that current employee
training, when timited primarily to rules examinattons based on classroom
instruction, has not adequately prepared railroad employees to handle an
accident/incident ‘involving hazardous materials. Ratlroad employees involved
in or responsible for the safe transport of hazardous materfals, such as
traincrews and first-line supervisors, must rnot only know the rules, but the
employees should also be able to apply the rules in stmulated and in actual
emevgenctes.,  The Safety 8oard believes that in addition to classroom

instruction, raflroads that transport hazardous materials should also

evaluate the employee’s knowledge of emergency procedures and the employee’s
ability to apply such knowledge in an emergency. Evaluations of employees
could be performed during efficiency checks, disaster drills, or simulated
emergencies.

Federal Rulemaking Activity

Currently, there are no Federal regulations that require specific
hazardous matorﬁals.trginin? for employees in the ratlroad industry who are
involved in the transportation of hazardous materfals. However, on July 26,
1989, the RSPA {ssued HH-126F, Training for Hazardous Materials, as a notice
of proposed rulemaking (NPRM) (54 FR 31144-31185).  Yhe purpose of the
proposed requirements 1is to reduce the incidence of hazardous materfals
accidents caused by human error by increasing the awareness of safety
considerations through a uniform level of training for persons fnvolved in
the transportation of hazardous materials. According to the RSPA staff, a
final rule 1s expected by the end of 1991,

The RSPA defines training as a systematic ¢rogram that ensures that a
person has knowledge of hazardous materials and hazardous materials

——

37 the Atehinson, lopeke L sants F2 Relluvay Company; Burlington Sorthern
Reflroad Compeny; Concail; Suilford Vransportetion industetes, Ine,; and $00
tine Raflrosd Company. ’
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regutations. The training requivements outlined in the NPRM include three
categories of training: general awareness/familiarization, - function-
specific, and safety training. General awareness/familiarization. training
has been described in the NPRM to include an understanding of the Federal
rules applicable to hazardous materfals (such as the hazard communication
vequivements and the varlous classes of hazardous materials), Function-
specific training has been described to include detailed training on the
Federal rules specifically applicable to the functions the person perforns.
Safety training has been described to include several topics: (1) emergency
response information; (2) general dangers presented by the various classes of
hazardous materials and how persons can protect themselves from exposure to
those hazards; (3) methods and procedures to avoid accidents; and
{4) procedures to be followed immediately after an unintentional release of a
hazardous materfal, including any emergency response procedures for which the
person {s responsible. The NPRN states that, generally, retraining s needed
every 2 years, and the ~mployer must keep records on the training received by
the employee,

The Safety Board su?ports the NPRM issued by the RSPA, HWhen the
proposed rule becomes final, the Board urges the FRA to require rai) carviers
to incorporate into their railroad ogerating practices aspects of the final
rule that relate to hazardous materials training.
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CONCLUSIONS

Hazardous materials that are highly flammable or toxic, or that pose a
threat to health through contamination of the environment are
frequently transported in tank cars that provide inadequate protection
even though better protected tank cars are avatflable.

The DOT‘IIIA tank cars, which are frequently used to transport hazardous
materials that pose a potential threat to public safety, have a high
incidence of failure when involved in accidents.

Evacuations were conducted in 33 of the 45 cases finvestigated by the
Safety Board as part of this safety study; generally, the decisions by
emergency response personncl to evacuate were not made as a result of
written emergency response plans but were made based on their
observations of the on-scone sftuation and wveliance on various
emergency response guidebooks published by Federal or State agencies.

The development and use of written hazardous matertals ~emergency
response plans prepared jointly by local emergancy response and railroad
personnel improves coordination and timely execution of necessacy safety
procedures to efficiently and effectively respond to a railroad accident
involving hazardous materfals.

In at least 21 of the 45 cases, the local emergency response incident
commander (coordinator) did not have a hazardous materials emergency
response plan to follow,

In at Jeast !9 of the 45 cases, local emargency response incident
commanders [{coordinators) and railvoad personnel had not been fin
contact to plan actions to take in the event of a train accident
involving hazardous waterials; in at least 26 of the 45 cases, local
emargancy response personnel and rallroad opersonnel had not
participated in joint disaster drills of simulated emergencies.

Many raflroads and comminity emergency response organizations have not
Jointly developed written emergency response plans and procedures and
have not regularly participated with community emergency vesponse
organizations in joint disaster drills of simulated emergencies.

Ratiroad employee trafning, when limited primarily to vrules examinations
based on classroom instruction, has not adequately prepared rallroad
em{IO{e?s to handle an accident or {ncident involving hazardous
materials.
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RECOMMENDAT 10NS

Rosulting From This Study

As a result of this safety study, the National Transportation Safety
Board made the following recommendations:

--to the Research and Special Programs Administration,
U.S. Department of Transportation:

€stablish a working group, with the assistance of the Federal
Rajlroad Administration, the Assocfation of American Railroads, the
Chemical Manufacturers Assoclation, the American Petroleum
Institute, and tha Natioral Fire Protection Association, to
expeditiously improve the packaging of the more dangerous products
(such as those that are highly flammable or toxic, or pose a threat
to health through contamination of the environment) by (a)
daveloping a lYist of Hhazardous materfals that should be

- transported only in pressure tank cars with head shield protection
and therma) protection (if needed); and (b) establishing a working
agreement to ship the 1isted hazardous matertals in such tank cars.
(Class 11, Priority Action) (R-91-11) (Supersedes R-85-105)

--to the federal Railroad Administration,
U.S. Department of Transportation:

Assist the Research and Special Programs Adminfstration (RSPA) in
the establishment of a working group--comprising the RSPA, the
Association of American Rallroads, the Chemical Manufacturers
Associatfon, the American Petroleum Institute, the National Fire
Protection Assocliation, and your agency--to expeditirusly improve
the Kackagin? of the more dangerous producls (such as those that
are highly flammable or toxic, or pose a threat to nealth through
contamination of the environment) by {a) developing a 1list of
hazardous materials that should be transported only in pressure
tank cars with head shield protection and thevmnal protection (i€
needed); and (b) establishing a working agreement to shSr the
Yisted hazardous materials in such tank cars. (Class II, Priority
Action) (R-91-12)

Require, when the Research and Speclal Programs Administration
fssuas the final vrule on HH-126F (Training for Haza) dous
Materials), that rafl carriers incorporate into their railroad
operating practices aspacts of the final rule thal relate to
hazardous materials training. (Class 11, Priority Action} (R-91-13)
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--to the Association of American Railroads:

Assist the Research and Spectal Programs Administration (RSPA) in
the establishment of a workiny group--comprising the RSPA, the
federal Railroad Administration, the Chemical Manufacturers
Assoctation, the American Petroleum [nstitute, the National Fire
Protection Assocfation, and your organization--to expeditiously
improve the packaging of the more dangerous products (such as those
that are highly flammable or toxic, or pose a threat to health
through contamination of the environment) by (a) developing a list
of hazardous matertals that should be transported only in pressure
tank cars with head shield protection and thermal protection. (if
needed); and (b) establishing a working agreement to ship the
listed hazardous materials in such tank cars, (Class [1, Priority
Action) (R-91-14)

--to Class 1 vraflroads and railroad systéms,
Guilford Transportation, Inc., and HidSouth Rai} Corporation:

Develop, fmplement, and keep current, in coordination with
communities adjacent to your raflroad yards and along your
hazardous materials routes, written emergency response plans and
procedures for handling rveicases of hazardous materials.  The
procedures should address, at a minimum, key ratlroad personnel and
means of contact, procedures to fdentify the hazardous materials
being transported, identification of resources for technical
assistance that may be needed during the response effort,
procedures for coordination of activities between railroad and
emargency response personnel, and the conduct of disaster drills or
other appropriate methods to test emergency rasponse plans,
{Class II, Priority Action) (R-91-15) (Supersedes R-85-53)

Establish, for employees responsible for the safe transport of
hazardous matertals (such as traincrews and first-line
supervisors), methods to evaluate (a) the employee’s level of
knowledge of emergency procedures, and (b) the emrloyee’s ability
to apply such knowledge in an actual emergency. Evaluations of
employees could be performed during efficiency checks, disaster
?ai;}sis)or sinulated emergencies. (Ciass II, Priority Action)

R
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--to the Amerfican Short Line Raflroad Association:

Encourage the regional and local raflreads in your membership that
transport hazardous matertals to develop, {implement, and keep
current, fin coordination with communities adjacent to their
ratlroad yards and along their hazardous materials routes, written
emergency response plans and procedures for handling releases of
hazardous matertals. The procedrres should address, at a minimum,
key ratlroad personnel and means of contact, procedures to identify
~ the hazardous materfals being transported, d{dentification of
resources for technical assi<’ance that may be needed during the
resgonse effort, procedures for coordination of activities between
ratlroad and emergency response personnel, and the conduct of
disaster drills or other appropriate methods to tesi emergency
Eeggog;e plans. (Class II, Priority Action} (R-91-17) (Supersedes

Encourage the regfonal and local railroads fn your membership that
transport hazardous materfals to establish, for employees
responsible for the safe transport of hazardous materials [such as
traincrews and fivst-1ine supervisors), methods to evaluate (a) the
employee’s level of knowledge of enmergency procedures, and (b) the
employee’s ability to apply such knowledge in an actual ewergency. .
Evaluatfons of employees could be performed during efficiency
checks, disaster drills, or simulated emergencies. (Class II,
Priority Actfon) (R-91-18)

the Chemical Manufacturers Association:

Assist the Research and Special Programs Administration (RSPA) in
the establishment -of a working group--comprising the RSPA, the
fedaral Railvoad Administration, the Association of American
Rallroads, the American Petroleum Institute, the National Fire
Protection Assocfation, and your organization--to expeditiously
fmprove the packaging of the more dangerous products (such as those
that are highly flammable or toxic, or pose a threat to health
through contamination of the environment) by (a) developing a list
of hazardous materials that should be transported only in pressure
tank cars with head shield protection and thermal protection (if
needed); . and (b) establishing a working agreement to ship the
Visted hazardous materfals in such tank cars. (Class I, Priority
Action) {R-91-19) '
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the American Petroleum Institute:

Assist the Research and Special Programs Administration (RSPA) in
the establishment of a working group--comprising the RSPA, the
federal Rallroad Administration, the Association of American
Raflroads, the Chemical Manufacturers Associatfon, the National
Fire Protection Association, and your organizatfon--to
expeditiously improve the packaging of the more dangerous products
(such as those that are highly flammable or toxic, or pose a threat
to health through contamination of the environment) by
(a) developing a 1tist of nazardous materials that should be
transported only in pressure tank cars with head shield protection
and thermal protection (if needed); and (b) establishing a working
agreement to ship the Yisted hazardous materials in such tank cars.
{Class [, Priority Action) (R-91-20)

the National Fire Protection Association:

Assist the Research and Special Programs Administration. (RSPA} in
the o:tablishment of a working group--comprising the RSPA, the
Feaeral Raflroad Administration, the - Association of American
Ratlroads, the Chemical Manufacturers Association, the Auerican
Petroleum Institute, and your organization--to expeditiously
{mprove the packaging of the more dangerous products {such is those
that are highly €lammable or toxic, or pose a threat to health
through contamination of the environment) by (a) developing a Vist
of hazardous materials that should be transported only in pressure
tank cars with head shield protection and theraal protection (if
needed); and (b) establishing a working agreement to ship the
Visted hazardous materfals in such tank cars. (Class 11, Priority
Action) (R-91-21)

the National League of Cities, the National Association
Countfes, the Incernational Association of Fire Chiefs,

the International Association of Chicfs of Police, and
the Nattonal Sheetffs’ Assoctatton:

Urge your members to (a) develop, {implement, and keep current, in
coordination with each other, and with the Class I, regional, and
local raflroads that transport hazardous materfals through the
members’ areas, written emergency response plans and procedures
for handling releases of hazardous materials; and (b) encourage
incident commanders to stay knowledgeable of the written content.
The procedures should address, at a minimum, key railroad personnel
and means of contact, procedures to identify- the hazardous
materials being transported, {identification of resources for
technical assistance that may be needed during .the response effort,
procedures for coordination of activities between railroad and
emergency responsa personnel, and the conduct of disaster drills or
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other appropriate methods to test emergency “esponse pléns.
(Class II, Priority Action) (R-91-22) (Supersedes R-88-69)

Closed

As a result of this study, the National Transportation Safety Board
classified the fo)lowing recommendations as *Closed.”

8-85-53

In coordination with communities adjacent to your vailvoad yards,
develop and implement emergency planning and response procedures
for handling releases of hazardous materials. hese procedures
should address, at a. minimum, initial notification procedures,
response actions for the safe handling of releases of the various
types of hazardous materials transported, fdentification of key
contact personnel, conduct of emergency drills and exercises, and
jdentification of the resources to be provided and the actions to
be taken by the railroad and the community.

status: "Closed--([Various actions as indicated below)/Superseded®
by Safety Recomvendations R-91-15 and R-91-17

-

Unacceptable sponse

Alton & Southern Railroad Company

Atlanta & Saint Andrews Bay Railway Company

Bangor and Aroostock Railroad Company

Belt Railway Company of Chicago

Bessemer and Lake Erie Railvroid Company.

Boston and Matne Corporation

Coloradoe and Southern Rallway Comp.any

Duluth, Missabe and Iron Range Railway Company

Florida East Coast Rallway Company

Grand Trunk Yestern Railroad Company

Green Bay and Western Raflroad Company _
Kansas 01t{ Southern Railway Company (nox part of Kansas City
Southern Lines)

take Superior & Ishpeming Railroad Company

Maine Central Railroad Company

Milwaukee Road . :

Hinneapolis, Northfield and Southern Raflroad Company

Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad Co.

Monogahela Raflway Compan{

Horfolk and Portsmouth Belt Line Railroad Company

Norfolk and Western Railway Company (now part of Norfolk Southern
Corporation)

Pittsburg & Shawmu! Railroad Company

Pittsburgh and Lake Erie Raflroad Company

$00 Line Raflroad Company
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Southern Pacific Transtortatlon Company (now part of
The Southern Pacific Lines)

Terminal Railroad Assoctation of St. Louis

Texas Mexican Raflway Compan{

Toledo, Peoria & Western Railway Company

Unton Pacific Raitroad Company

Union Rallroad Company

Vermont Railway, Inc.

CSX Transportaton, Inc.

Chica%o and North Western Transportation

Consolidated Rafl Corporation (Conrail)

Delaware and Hudson Yalley Railway Co. }

Denver and Rio Grande Western Ratlroad Co. (now part of
‘The Southern Pacific Lines)

Datroft and Mackinac Railway Co.

El?in. Joliet and Eastern Raflway Co.

Ilinois Central Raflroad Company

R-85-10%

Require that all tank car shipments of hazardous materials with an
tsotudon radius of one-half mile or more, as recommended by the
U.S. Depariment of Transportation Emergency Response Guidebook, be
transported in tank cars equipped with hoad shield or full tank
head protection,

Status: "Closed--Acceptable Action/Superseded® hy Safety
Recommendation R-91-11.

1-85-15

Notify your members who use the U.S. Department of Transpoctation
Emergency Response Guidebook ftor Hazardous Matertals Incidents of
the fact that farts of a rail tank car carrying liquids or gases
may be propelled unpradictable distances should 1t rupture
violently, that parts of tuch tank cars have been known to travel
far greater distances than the recommended {nitial evacuation
zones, and that far greater evacuation distances may be necessary
to protect against injury.

Status: *Closed--Acceptable Action.”
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R-88-69

Advise your membership of the hazardous materials/yallroad accident
in New Orleans, Llouisiana, on September 8, 1987, and urge your
members, in coordination with rail yard management, tu develop and
implement emergency response procadures for handling releases of
hazardous materials from railroad vehicles.

Status: “Closed--Unacceptable Action--No Response
Recefved/Superseded” by Safety Recommendation R-91-22,

BY THE NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD

JAMES L. KOLSYAD
Chairean

SUSAN M, COUBHLIN
Vice Chatrman

JOHN K. LAUBER
Member

JIN BURNETT
Member

CHRISTOPHER A. HARY
Member

Adopted: May 16, 1991

Member Buraett would classify Safety Recommendations R-85-6)1 and -64 &
*Open--Unacceptable Response® because 6 years have passed without the
completion of regulatory action by the RSPA and the FRA.  Member Burnett
notes that Safety Recommendations R-85-61 and -64 expanded on the need to
address the protection provided for certain hazardous materials, which was
first brought to the attentfon of the DOV in Safety Reccmmandation R-80-12
tssued 10 years ago. Momber Burnett also would classify Safety
Recommendation R-85-105 as *Open- -Unacceptable Response” because the RSPA has
taken no positive action in response to the recommendation; Member Burnett
believas the Safety Board should provide an alternative criteria to the
tsolation radius of 1/2 mile as stated in the recommendation.
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APPENDIX A

‘ SI1ZE OF THE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SEGMENT
. WITHIN THE RAILROAD INDUSTRY, 1984-80

e o . e e e

Table 6.--Chemicals and aliied products transported by
Class | ratlroads, 1984-39 '

Tons or{ginated "~ Revenue ;

3 Portion of Portion of [

Year Tons all products Oollars  al) products 1

: Hillton percent Billlon  Percent }

| ,] T

) 1984 107.4 7.8 e 1.3 L

3 1985 - 1064 8.1 3.3 1.8 | i

4 1986 105.6 8.1 3.3 12.3

R 1987 5.9 . 8.5 X 12. s
1988 1234 . 8.6 3.8 12.8 '
1989 122.5 8.7 I R T X

c Y ! Source: Association of American Railroads (1985.90),

Preceding page blank
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APPERDIX 3
VOLUME OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS TRANSPORTED B8Y RAIL, 1989

Table 7.--Top 25 hazardous materials transported
by rat), by number of carloads originated, 1989

Nuaber of
Rank and commodity carloads originated

Mixed shipeents : 327,106
Liquified petroleum gas

Sodium hydroxide

Molten sulfur

Anhydrous ammonis

sulfuric acid

Chlorine

fuel ofl

Methyl alcohol

Yiny} chloride

Phosphoric actd

Amronium nitrate fertilizer

Styrene monomer, tnhibited ¢

Carbon dioxide, refrigerated Yiquid

Hydrochloric acid

fuel oil, diesel

Crude oil, petroleum

Gasoline

Denatured alcohol 11,53
Hazardous substance, n.0.s.® 10,707
Phenol/carbolic 2ctd 7,822
Petroteum naphtha - 7,604
Hexamethylanine diamine solution 1,321
Adipic acid 7,296
Ethylene oxide 7,276

D QD ON L B (> B e

Total, top 25 commodities 1,175,28¢
AN} the harardous materfals ” 348,493
AV hazardous materials ' 1,523,114

3 An inhibitor added to a commodity is a chemical compound that retards
or stops an undesfred chemical reaction,

b Not otherwise specified.
Source: Association of American Rallrosds {19%0a).

Preceding page blank
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APPENDIX C

20,000 GALLON CAPACHTY « NOY INSRATED
00T -+ 114100
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General features of a DOT-111A {top) and DOT-105 (bottom) tank car.
(Source: General American Transportation Corporation 1985.)
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33,500 GALLON CAPACITY - NON INSULATED
001+ 11234008
FORPROPYLENE, LIOUEFIED PETAOLEUM QAS

" AND ANHY OROUS AMMONIA SERVILE

GAUGING OPWICE. SAFETY VALWE, 3 3 ANGLE VALVES.
W TEST TURE ANGUE VALVE b ¥* THEROMETER ¥2LL .

2T I

$3/%

General features of a DOT-112 tank car. Features of a
DOT-114 tank car are similar to those of the DOT-112.
(Source: General American Transportation Corporation 1985.)

. .'1
‘
i‘.
!
£




59 APPENDIX ¢

Association of American Reilroads
Manus! of Standards and Recommended Practices
Specifications for Tank Cars

The specification of a tank car is the specific designation within a class, for example
"Spec. DOT-111A100W2."

The t*se of a tank ¢ar designates the approving authority such as AAR, ARA,ICC, -
DOT, or USG. Preferred usage is, for example, “DOT tank cars.”

A tank consists of & shell and heads together with connections welded directly
thereto. As uscd in these specifications, “tank" means tank car tank. The head of a tank
is one of the end closures.

“Shell-full” refers to the volume corresponding to a liquid level at the inside top of
the shell at the manway opening or dome ring opening. This shell-full volume is not to be
used when calculating the flling density of the lading. A tank is “eslibrated” to
accurately measure its capacity. A tank is “gaged” to determine the quantity of liquid
loaded into it. Shell full stamping on tank car tank heads is net volume with allowance
for tank internals.

A stub silf tank car (or a'tank car without continuous center sill) has draft sills at
each end of the tank instead of a continuous center sidl and utilizes its tank as a part of
the car structure.

A certified car is a stub sill, non-pressure, non-exterior cotled car built prior to July 1,
1974 and meeting the requirements of 1.4.5,

1.23. TANK CAR DEFINITIONS
Tank cars currently in service are of four types: DOT. AAR, ICC, and USG. See
L.1.3. for specifications in eflect for new construction.
1.2.3.1, DOT TANK CARS

DOT tank car specification numbers consist of a class designstion followed by
tdentifying letters and numbers. The second number, where present, indicates tank test
pressure in psi. In all classes except Classes 103, 104 and 113, the two number series are
separated by an "A" which has no special significance, Sufx “W* denotes a fuslon
welded tank; suffix “F"” denotes a forge welded tank and suffix “X" hes special slgnifi.
cance as discussed telow. The absence of a suffix indicates seamiess tank construction.

Class DOT-103*W tank cars are insulated or uninsulated non-pressure cars with an
expansion dome. The expansion capacity In the dome is listed below. Class 103*W cars
bullt for specific services or requiring special Attings or materials of construction are
designated by letters interposed for the asterisk.

Minimum
Bottom Bottom %
Tank Outlet Washout Expansion

(No Ltr.)  earbon steel : 2
A ~ carbon steel No
aluminum alloy
sluminum slloy No
nickel | No
carbon steel, elastomer lined No
slloy stee) . No
alloy steel
atloy steel

- A e ses e e BN e

C.111.8
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Associstion of American Railroads
Manus! of Standards and Recommended Practices
Specifieations for Tank Cars

Class DOT-104W tank cars are insulated carbon steel non-pressure. cars with an
expansion dome and having a minimum expansion capacity of 2 in the dome.

Class DOT-108A.J or S***W tank cars are insulated carbon steél pressure cars, with
2 manway nozele, designed for top loading and unloading: bottom outlet or washout
prohibited. Class 105A or J*¢*ALW tank cars are similar except that they have alu.
minum alloy tanks. Class 105A*2*F has forge welded tanks.
A = equipped with top-and.bottom shelf couplers
J = equipped with jacketed therma) proteation, tank head puncture resist.
ance and top-and-bottom shelf couplers
§ = equipped with tank head puncture resistance and top-and-bottom skrel!
couplers

Class DOT-106A°°*X tanks are uninsulated earbon stee) tanks deslgned to be re.
moved from the car structure for illing or emptying, and designed to a2 maximum stress
lavel in the shell.

X = Fusion welded longitudinal tank seam and forge welded head seams
XNC = Nickel clad
NCI = Nickel—Chromium-—1ron
Class DOT-107A°*** tank cars are uninsulated high pressure service ears having

several permanently mounted seamless forged and drawn steel tanks designed to a
maximum stress level in the shell.

Class DOT-109A%**W tank ¢ars are insulated or uninsulated carbon steed pressure

cars, with a manway notale and an optional bottom washout designed for top loading
and unloading.

Class DOT-109A°**ALW tank cars are similar except they have aluminum alloy
tanks.

Class DOT-110A°**W tanks are uninsulated carbon steel tanks designed to be
removed from the car strudture for filling or emptying, and designed to & burst pressure,

Class DOT-1H1A***W* tank cars are insulated or uninsulated non-pressure cars
without an expansion dome. The expansion capacity in the tank is two percent. Ciass
DOT-H11A***W* tank cars bullt for specific services or requiring spocisl fittings or
materisls of construction are designated by suffix letters or numerals. Class DOT-
111A***F* have forge welded tanks converted from Spee. 1CC-105A300, 450, or 500. Suffix

etters are: Bottom Bottom
. Tank . Qutlet Washout
ALWI aluminum alloy . .
ALW? sluminum alloy No
w1 carbon steel
w2 carbon steel No
w3t carbon steel
Wit carbon steel No
ws carbon steel, elastomer lined No
we slloy stee!
W7 alloy stee)
Fi carbon steel
F2 carbon steel

Hunsulatlon required;
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Associstion of American Railroads
Manual of Standards and Recommended Practices
Specifications for Tank Cars

Class DOT-112A, J. S, or T***W tank cars are uninsulated carbon steel pressure cars,
with a manway nozzle and without bottom connections, designed for top loading and
. unloading. They are designed for loading of liquefied compressed gases or lammable

- 8 liquids.

A = equipped with top.and-bottom shelf couplers

J = equipped with jacketed thermal protection, tank hesd puncture ressst-
ance, and top-and-bottom shelf couplers

S = equipped with head shields and top-and-bottom shelf couplers

T = equipped with non-jacketed thermal protection system, top-and-bottom
shelf couplers. and head shields

-3 Note: Class 1124, 5, S, or (*** F tank cars are similar except they are forge welded
. tanks converted from Class ICC-105A.

" o Class DOT-113%°%*W tank cars arc vacuum insulated ¢ars having an inner container
p: and carbon ateel outer shell; the insulation system is designed for a holding time, Class -

‘ DOT-113 cars are designed for specific loading and shipping temperatures and have

certain materials and fittings requirements as detignated by the intermediate letter:

A = Minus 423F (~253°C) loading; high slloy steel inner container; special
fittings and insulation for relrigerated (cryogenic) liquid hydrogen.

) C = Minus 260F (-162°C) loading; high alloy steel inner container; special
% fittings for refrigerated (cryogenic) liquid natural gas, refrigerated (eryo-
: , genic) liquid methane (DOT exemption required), or refrigerated (eryo-
: : genie) liquid ethylene.

v i

D = Minus 135F (-104°C) loading; nicke! alloy steel inner containér: special
fittings for refrigerated liquid ethane (DOT exemption required) or re.
frigerated (cryogenic) liquid ethylene.

Class DOT-H4A, J, S or T***W tank cars are uninsulated carbon steel pressure cars
with a manway noztle and optional non-circular cross section. An additional group of
valves and fittings may be provided in another location, They are designed for loading of

1 liquefied compressed gases or iammable liquids.

A = equipped with top-and-bottom shelf couplers

J = equipped with jacketed thermal protection, tank head puncture resist.
ance, and top-and-bottom shelf couplers

S = equipped with head shields and top-and-bottom shelf couplers

T = equipped with non-jacketed thermal protection system, top-and-bottom
shelf couplers, and head shields

: Class DOT-115A%**W* tank cars are insulated non-pressure cars having an inner
: . container and carbon steel outer shell with optional bottom connections. Suffix letters
: are:

W1 = Stee) inner container
Wé « Alloy steel inner container

IO

ALW = Aluminum inner container

10 s
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Proposed Class DOT-120°**W tank cars are insulated pressure cars desigred for
amblent temperature loading of liquefied compressed gases andjor Aammabdle liquids.
Proposed Class DOT-120°**ALW tank cars are similar except that they have aluminum
alloy tanks,

12.3.2. AAR TANK CARS

AAR tank cars aré for non-regulated commodity services. Most AAR tank cars have
DOT counterparts, the main specification differences being that only partisl postweld
heat treatment is required and radioscopy is not required for earbon steel tanks. The
second number, where present, indicates tank test pressure in psi. Suffix “W" denotes a
fusion welded tank.

Class AAR201A**W tank cars, now obsolete for new construction, are insulated or
uninsulated aluminum non-pressure cars with an expansion dome.

Class AAR-203°W tank cars are insulated or uninsulated non-pressure cars with an
expansion dome. These cars conform, with certain exceptions, to Class DOT-103W.

{No letter) = carbon steel
D = alloy stee!

Class AAR-204 tank cars are vacuum Insulated cars having an inner container and
carbon steel outer shell. They are designed for loading of liquid argon, nitrogen or
oxygen. Spec. AAR:2MW tank cars are similar in concept to Class DOT 113°***W cars.
Suffix letters are: :

X = Conversicn from XT boxed tank ¢ars

W = Fusion welded alloy steel inner container and carbon steel outer shell
Spec. AAR-205A300W' tank cars are now des.gnated DOT-109A300W .

Spec. AAR-206W tank cars are insulated nin-pressure cars having an innet con.
tainer and carbon steel outer shell. These cars conform, with certain exceptions, to Class
DOT-HISA W,

Class AAR-207A**W* tank cars are designed for 15 psig (103 kPa) minimum internal
pressure and are used for the transportation of granular commodities that are unloaded
pnecumatically. Suffix letters are:

W = Carbon stee) fusion welded tank
ALW = Aluminum alloy fusion welded tank
Wé = Alloy steel fusion welded tank

Spec. AAR-208 tank cars are non.pressure cars having wood-staved metal hooped
tanks for the transportation of certain food-grade materals.

Cless AAR-211A®**W* tank cars are insulated or uninsulated non-pressure cary
without an expansion  dome. The numeral after “W* designates specific outlet and
bottom connection options. These cars conform, with certain exceptions, to Clasd DOT-
111A%*We, Suffix letter, or numerals are: :

W1 = Carbon steel tsn¥; 2% minimum expansion espacity in tank; op-
tional bottom outlet or washout

W6 = Alloy steel, optional bottom outlet or bottom washout
W7 = Alloy steel, no bottem outlet or bottom washout
ALW = Aluminum alloy tank

C-1-11
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1.2.3.3. ICC TANK CARS

ICC tank car specifications, in general, were redesignated DOT specifications. Those
tank wars not so redesignated have riveted or forge welded tanks, but conform in other
respects to corresponding DOT classes.

Class {CC-103 and Class 1CC.104 have riveted tanks.

Spec. [CC-103 CAL has a triple-riveted aluminum tank with 1% minimum expansion
capacity dome,

Class ICC+1084"** have forge welded carbon steel tanks.

Class [CC-106A**® tanks are identical to DOT-106A***X except they have forge
welded longitudinal seams.

1.2.3.4. EMERGENCY USG TANK CARS

Emergency USG® tank cars are insulated or uninsulated carbon steel non-pressure
cars with 2¢ capacity expansion domes. They were built during World War 11 for
transportation of petroleum products limited 1o eight pounds per gallon (0.959 kg L). and
vapor pressure not exceeding 16 psia at 100F (110 kPa [abs.] at 37.8°C ). They became
obsolete for new construction in 1965.

C-11-12
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BRIEFS OF THE CASES
INVESTIGATED DURING THE SAFETY STUDY

K1$8
Event Date of accident
ausber  location of accident accident Ratlriad nusber

Claude, TX 03/04/88 BN FTWB8FR21I
Punta Gorda, fL 03/10/88 ATLS8FR21)
Pasco, WA 04/08/83 BN CHI88FR1Y7
Jeffersonvilie, IN 04/726/88 ( CHIBSFR21S
Wilaington, CA 04/21788 LAXS8FR2L0
Rocdhouse, It 05/03/88 CHI88FRI20
Denver, €0 05/ud/88 DENBAFRIN
Guifpurt, HS 05/01/88 AVLBBFRZ]S
Sheridan, Wi 05/14/83 CHIB8FRI22
Las Vegas, WY 05/23/88 LAXBSFR212
Columbus, GH 06/11/88 ATL88FRLLE
Crofton, KY 06/22/88 ATLOBFRIN9
Oeer Park, 1X 01/22/88 FYWABFRI2)
Farnum, NE 01/22/88 DENSBFRLV?
White Bluff, TN U1/24/88 FTWBBFR224
Altoona, 1A 01/30/68 . DCASBMRIO6
Uebacger, 1X 07/30/88 FTWB8FRIZS
Ohiopyle, PA FIWBNFRI26
grazoria, X FTWB8FRI27
Loudoruille, OH LAXB8FR21S
fisbe +,, HO FIWBSFRIZS
fiberton, GA ATL88FRI20
£ln Grove, Wl CHIgsFRI2?
Athens, GA ATLESFRI?]
Hepphis, 10 /18/ ATL88FRI22
Jacksonvitle, fL AVL88FRIZ3
Sumit, it CHIBSFRI29
Rineyville, KY © ATLB9FRIC2
fasley, SC ATL89FR203
pearl, It CHIBIFRIO0S
Horganza, LA FTW89FR201
Newcastle, CA LAX8FRI02
Lyndon Station, Wi 709/ CHIBIFRI06
Bangor, AL ATLB9FR20S
Lanagan, HO i CHIBGFR20?
Fruitvale, TX FINE9FRI04
Pilmyra, WO CHIB9FRZ08
tdison, N) NYC89FRI03
Flagstaff, A2 /14/ LAXB9FRI0S
Bonners Ferry, (0 LAX89FR213
Helena, M7 OCABOMRION
Xansas City, K$ CHIBIFRLL)
Hanteca, CA 0{/20/89 LAXBOFRTNS
gordulac, ND 02/20/89 CHIBOFRLI4 -
Akron, OH 02/26/8% DCABIM2004

st AL TP Sk ON N B (D RO o
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APPENDIX F ' 164 |
Natlona! Transportation Safety Board

{:@ ' Washington, D.C. 20604

March ¥, 1988

Dockets Branch

Research and Special Programs
Administration

U.S. Department of Transportation

400 Seventh Street SW

Washington, D.C. 20590

Dear Sie:

The Safety Board has r:viewed your Notice of Proposed Rulemeking (NPRM),
*Performance-Oriented Packaging Standards; Miscellaneous Proposals.™ Docket No, HM-
181, which was published st 52 PR 16482 on May $, 1981, and the revised NPRM which
was published at 52 PR 42773 on November §, 1987, We support the objectives stated in
this rulemaking, that is, to simplify the hazardovs materials regulstions, to reduce the
volume of regulations, to promote flexibility and technological advances In packaging,
to promote safety through better packaging, to reduce the need for exemptions, and to
tacilitate internstionad commerce. ‘

Although it has taken § years for the RSPA to progress this rulemaking to an. NPRM,
we are pleases that the RSPA has taken actlon to improve the hazard classificstion
system through quantitative definitions and to establish performance-oriented nonbulk
gackaging criteris. We note that the proposal still contalns some Inconsistent packaging

requirements in the proposed regulations and that it falls to adequately address the
advance notice of proposed rulensking (ANPRM) comments on nonbulk package
performance tests Involving differences in the United States and Europesan
teansporistion eavironments.

The Safely Board alc~ notes that severai previously prohibited polsonous gases, e.g.,
phosgene, germane, and cyanogen chloride, will be parmitied to be teansportest in bulk
anntainers; yet, no justification has been offered for this change, We do not believe
that previously prohibited gases should be transported In bulk contalners unless tests and
salely snalyses document that this change will not unreasonsbly affect pudblic safety.
Nevertheless, the Boatd belleves the NPRM coatains significant improvements {or the
transportation of hazardous materisls, Below are specific comments which we believe
will help $o further the stated objectives of this rulemaking.

Harard Classification

On numerous occasions, the Safety Board has expressed concern adout the
deficlencies In the Department of Teansporiation (DOT) hazard identification and
classitication system. We have urged the DOT to fully identify the hazards posed to life
and heslth by esch material during normal transportstion and emergencles.
Additionally, the Ssfety Board has recommended specific Improvements in this system.
(See Safety Recommendations R-12-44, 1-76-3, 1-81-14, 1-81-15, snd 1-81-16.) The
Safety Board continues 1o believe that improved knowledge about the type and extent of
hazards posed by materlals is necessary for making correct regulatory and design
decisions about the level of protection containers should be required to provide duting
transportation, Additionally, this more comprehensive information should Influence
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public safety protection measures tmplemented when such materisls are released during
transportetion. Therefore, we support RSPA’s actions In the NPRM to provide
quantitative dehnitions for all classes of hazardous materials and to make those
definitions consistent with the recommendstions prescrided by the United Nations {UN).
We belleve the proposed definltions will resuit In an improved and more uniform system
for lentifying the hazard characteristies of materials in transportation.

Aazard Cotmunication

Many transported materials exhibit muluiple hazards) however, the proposed
tegulations do not sdequstaly address subsidiary hazards. Subsidiery hazards should be
identified in the hazardous meterisls table (Section 172.101), on shipping papers (as
required in Canada), and on vehicles, For example, aceording to the precedence of the
hezard tadle in Section 173.2e, o materlal that requires a packaging group | eontainer
because of Its toxiclty by inhalation and because of its fiammabllity (class §) would be
classified as a polsonous mateeisl. This claseifieation tesults in oaly the poisonous
chartcteristics of the material belng identified. The potentially equally important
information on is flammabllity characteristics will not be disclosed on shipping papers
or placards.

Also, the Sefety Boasd Is concerned thay the proposed use of hazerd class or division
numbers and identiflication numbess on shipping papers, labels, and placards as the
required mesas of ldenifying materials and thelr hazards does not effectively convey
sufticient warning Information to the general public. The Safetly Board belleves that the
DOT must requite all shipping papers, labels, and placards to identity in plaln langusge
the hazards of ihe materla) for domesiic shipments. Any additiona) information, such as
class or divislon numbers and ldentification numbers, should supplement rather than
replace text 1o {dentlfy the hazarcs,

Pitst, numbers require persons to be {amiliar with the "code,” of 10 have cefersrces
resdily availadle 1o explain their mesning. Secondly, numbers can be sonfusing when
cargo nsmes are complicated and contsln numbers themselves. Potr example, the cargo
3,3,6.5.9,9-Hexamethyl-1,1,2,4,5-1etracyclononane is a proper DOT snipping name with
identitication number UN2167, Under cuerent requirements, the hazard class described
on the shippirg papers ts "Organic Peroxide.” Under the proposed requiremaents, the
hazsrd class would be described as *$,2.* During an emergency, such & multitude of
numbers mey easily eesult in confusion for emergency responders, who face very
stressful situations snd need very clear informaiion.

A priotity odbjective of this eulemaking should be 1o verify thet the hezerd warping
system s capable of alerting the gencral pudblic and emergency responders to the
hazards of tach meterial transported. The Ssfety Board has previcusly pointed out in
recommendstions to the DOT, an¢ the DOT has agreed, that the context of the hazard
warning Information system shovld be readlly intelligible to all concerned, especially to
those Indlviduals having emergency action responsibilities. We slso have called upon the
DOT to carelully review its hazard warning system 1o insure that warnings of impending
danger and advice are given in an undersisndsble manner to the general publie, Since
1964, the Safety Boerd has mace severs) sddittona! recommendations concerning
modilicstion of the hezard warning system, and the DOT has Implamented appropeiate
changes. Consequently, the Safety Board ls not convinced that ths present warning
system should be sbandoned.
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The Safety Board recognizes that the use of numbers is appropriate for International
shipments where B Corgo My pass through seversl countrles, each with o different
language. However, this sltuation does not exist for domestic shipments. Therefore,
the DOT should require the use of the type of warning system which is capadle of
alerting the majority of those affected by the transport of hazardous materials. Hazard
warning and meterial Wentitlcation sre most easlly communicated with words rather
than numbers. The Safety Board does not believe that the proposed numeric system
accomplishes this objective.

Another concern s the DOT's creation of & numetle code, "10," in column 7 of the
hezardous materials table to identify when packages containing speeific hazardous
matetials must be marked “INHALATION HAZARD." Rsther than clearly stating that
the package must be marked *INHALATION HAZARD," 1he code "10" special provision
states that bulk snd nonbulk peckagings shall be marked In accordance with Subpart D of
Pant 112, Subpart D of Part 172 then ceferences requirements in Section 172,313, this
making it necessary for the user of these regulations to plece together seveual
provisions to determine that 8 psckage must be marked "INHALATION HAZARD." The
DOT has the cspabdility to identify those materials in its hszardous materials cadle
which meet the eriteria established for identifying materials that pose toxie Inhalation
hazards. Therefore, to make compliance with iis regulstions easier, the Safety Board
encrurages the DOT to identify those materials listed in Its hazardous mater'als table
that must be marked "INHALATION HAZARD" end then to Identify those miuterials by
placing the code 10" In column ? on the same line a3 the Yisied material,

The proposed changes would require thet it & materiad Is descrited by 8 "not
otherwiss spaciiled” (n.o.8.) entry in the 112,101 table, the technicsl name of the
material shall be entered in parentheses Immediately tollowing the proper shipping
name. If the mateelai Is & mixture of two or more hazardous materials, the DOT,
without justification, has proposed that the names of only the two components most
predominately conteibuting to the hazart(s) of the mixture shali de entered in
parentheses.» The Safety Boan' belleves that all components of &n n.0.8. entry which
contribute to the hazardis) of the mixiure should be entered or, the shipping paper and
sees no justification, bassd on safely, to 1imiting \he entry 10 L#0 components.

The need for complete information on the matecials enntained in waste shipments
was lllustrated by an sccidernt on March 6, 1984, in Orange County, “Plorlda, which
tnvolved & eargo tank of mixed hazardous waste aclds nasctibed as waste acid liquld,
n.0.5. Twelve persons who came [n contact with the vapors were injured, four seiously.
Based on its Investigation of the accident, the Safe'y Board recommended that the
RS?A :

1:85-10

Determine the adequacy of general shippiig names on shipping papers for
hazerdous wastes and the need for edditionsl information, such ss
technical and chemica) group hames, 1o better Inform emezgencty tesponse
personnel about the composition and hatard of the material being shipped.

The Salety Board concluded that contributing to. the acclident was & "lack of
information availadble to emergency response personnel from shipping papers, the
shipper, and the carrier sbout the composition and hazands of the waste material,® The
Sefety Bosrd urges the RSPA to sccomplish the safely objectives of Selety
Recommendation i-85-10 in the final regulations.
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Packaging Requirements

Performance Standerds,—~While the Safety Board supports and has previovaly urged
the DOT to develop performance-orlented packaging standards, it Is essentlal that eny
Incressed {lexibility In the design for packagings de tccompanied by Increased
resporaidility for proving the sdequacy of & packaging. Such proof must include, a8 8
minlmum, packeging tests that demonsirate that scceptable levels of safety
performance will be experienced duting conditlons normally Incldent to transportation,
Including conditlons experienced during seeldents. The proposed general requirements
lor testing nonspecification packegings (49 CFR 178.801) state thet the test procedutes
preseribed are fntended to ensure that packages contsining hazardous materials can
withstand normal conditions of transportstion; yet, tre proposed tests are insufficlent
for demonsieating how packages will perform when subjected to stresses in the sctual
transportation environment, f.e,, extended petiods of vibeation, abrasion, puncture,
extreme temperature, and accident conditlons. :

Some of the proposed test scceptente eriteris prescribed for performarce-oriented
nonbulk packages actually are less severe than the scceplance criteria presently
tequited for specificarion packages. This rulemsking fails to justify or to otherwise
dermonstrate the adequacy of the proposed test requirements for providing an
appropriate margin of safety, For example, when phosphoric scid Is transported In a
drum under current pegulations, the drum must pass ¢ leakproofness test at 15 psig.
Under the proposal, however, thst same material may be shipped in & drum that passes a
leskproofness test at only 2.9 psig. The efieet of this reduction on transportation safety
Is not defined. On the other hand, some proposed tests, such a3 the hydrostatie and drop
tests, have incorporated improved testing procedures by requiring in the preseribed test
procedures consideretion of {he physics) characteristics ‘of hazardous materials, such as
vapor pressure and specific gravity. Those changes should help to better determine if
specitic packages will properly retain dangessus materials.  Nevertheless, we are
concerned that an appropriste safety analysis has not deen performed to demonstrate
that the proposed package performarce tests snd scceptance ctitetla will schleve
acceptadle levels of safety.

While the proposed package performance test standards generally follow the UN-
pecom.mended performance test standsrds, the rulemaking does not sdequately address
the relevarey of the UN-recommended tests to the U.S. traasportation eavironment,
The NPRM noles that s number of comments in the ANPRM questioned the sppllcabdllity
of UN standasds in the United States. The transportation environment conditions in the
United States can vary significantly from conditions in Europe, &.8, $0 or more hours of
continvous package vibration is not unususl In the Unfted States, whereas such
continuous vibration would be unlikely In Burope. Purthermore, the NPRM notes that &
number of comments in the ANPRM believe that vibeatlon places abrasion and (atigue
stresses on packages. Therefore, & package may prove to be unsatisfactory ln spite of
fts adllity to survive o drop test. As s result of those concerns expressed In the
ANPRM, the NPRM contelns & ecquirement in Sectlon 173.24s that each nonbulk
package be gapadle of withstanding & vibration test, However, the proposed vibeation
test Is for & perlod of only 1 hour, and the propos:d regulation does not explieitly
tequire that the vibeation test prescrided in sppendix C be performed. Additionally, no
other tests have been added to address abrasion, fetigue, or puneture siresscs
expetienced In the U.S. 1tansportation environment, Therefore, the Salety Boerd does
not believe that the tests, a9 now proposed, adequately sddress the comments 1o the
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’-. ANPRM on the sultabllity and acceptodllity of the UN performance teat standards when
3 ‘ : applied to the transportation environinent In the United States as compared to Burope,

‘~ ' Duting & public hearing held November 17-18, 1987, severa) participants agaln

. questioned the suitability and edequacy of the proposed test standards for evaluating the
: safe per{ormance of psckegings for the U.S. teansportation environment, The chalrman
; of the board of directors of the Natlonsl Berrel and Drum Association (NABADA),
trade assoclation pepresenting the contsiner reconditionlng Industzy, expressed the

following concernss
'y The vibestion test Is too inadequete 10 have any relevance to stee) drums
.\ S and the rea) teansporistion environment; hydrosiatie pressure test
p. | , requirements will often be lower than current tequirements; and, leak test

1 ptessures are proposed to be reduced by more than 70 percent for new
containers In Packsging Group | and more than §8 percent for Packaging
i Grovp Il

AR Pive years ago, when commenting on the ANPRM, the association urged
- the "immediate inftiation of comprehensive technical research 10 correlate
K performance standards with actual eonditions encountered in U.S,
transporiation . . . unforiunately nothing was done. Technically, NABADA
1t in no position to suggest whet additional performance tests might be
developed 10 assure grester contslner strengih to resist puncture,
abrasion, and real transporistion vidbrstion (not 1 hour, but 30, 40, or even
§0 hours).*

s

The Ceneeal Counsel to the Conference on Safe Transportation of Herardous
Attleles, ne., expressed the following concerns:

In Jarger packeging, . . . particulaely $$-gellon drums, the UN
recommendations sppear to be insdequate. A packaging which meels the
© A UN performance tests alone will not function dependadly in resl
tesnsportation, especially on the extensive Ametican highway and rall
i systems.  Many drums used today in Europe are satisfsctory, but it s
i unclear 10 what extent (if at sll) the Buropean communily has
implemented pure UN standards ané phased oul other specifications, It
: also is unciear 10 what extent existing Europesn quality results from
B supplementel tequirements imposed by governmental testing agencies,
E above and beyond dasie UN criteria. o

g while all the rigid detall of today's specificstions may not be necessery,

: until there is development of & pecformance standard that truly measures
the transpottiation strength of & packaging, some elements of today's
design standards should be retained. Minimum strength and thickness of
materials of constriction are among these elements,

The Safety Board also questions the practicality of proposed specific package
C N minimum thickness requirements for reuse packages while no minimum thickness
b tequirements are proposed for most of those same new packages. Before any package,
naw or used, Is permitted to be used 10 transport any hazasdous material, it {irst should
be demonstzated that the packege will pass all packaging performance tests. The Safety
Boatd belleves It is Important that these matters be evalusted before nonbulk,
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performance-oriented packaging requirements are permitted to replace speeific
packaging standards. )

Wmm;m—-nc proposed regulations will permit, without further
qualification, the transportation of hazardous wastes in used peckages even though they
may not be considered revsable for nonwaste hazardous materials. Sestion 113.123(e)
states that ®A packaging which is non-reusable according to the specification
requirements of Part 118 of this subchapter or to 173,19 of this Part may de reused for
the shipment of hazardous waste to designated fasliities® I the "package Is not offered
for \ransportation less than 34 hours sfter it 1s finally closed {or transportstion, and
each package s Inspected for leaksge and ls found to be free from leaks Immedistely
ptior 10 being offered for transportation.® The Safety Board believes that packege
ssleguard requirements should not depend on whether & material Is intended for
commercial use or waste disposal. Rather, the transporiation afety requirements of u
raaterial should depend on i1s hazand charscteristics during teansportation, Containers
that are 100 thin of otherwlise would fail to puss reuse performance requirersents for
shipments of hazardous materials also should de prohibited for wastes which possess
squivalent or worse hazard charsctetiatics. In 1985, in the supplementary information
to Docket HM-183, the RSPA scknowledged "that there I§ no significant difference In
\he pisks associated with the transportstion of hazardous wastes and other types of
hezardous materials.® The Safety Board sgrees that many wasies pose no less of a
hezard than pure materlals. However, scme waste solutions, such as mixtures of
hydrochloric acld and nittle aeld, result in a more reactive solution than the Indlvidual
pure materinls, Consequently, we belleve that packagings for waste materials at least
should meet the same standands of performance as thet tequited for other hazardous
materials.

Buylk Packaging,—While the propesed hazard elassifieation and Identitication system

wil} group materials with like hazard charsoteristios more uniformly, bulk packaging
safety requirements (for highway eargo tanks and rail tank cars) sre sometimes
{nconsistent between commodities within the same hazard classifieation group with no
apparent justification. Pot example, the Safety Board ldentified 14 poisonous guses (2.3)
(including chloroplerin and methyl ehloride mixtures, methy) bromine, and nitsle oxide)
whieh require packaging group | nonbulk packagirgs and which may be transported in
cargo tanks under the cuerent regulsiions. We also 1dentified 2) other poisoncus gases
which requite packsging grovp | nonrbulk packagings but which may not be transported in
bulk highway cargo tanks unless specifically approved by the Director, Office of
Hezardous Materials Transportation (OHMT). Those materials inelude arsine, hydrogen
selenide anhydrous, and nitrogen dioxide, liquefied, . Additlonally, we Identified four
polsonous gases which may be shipped In less stringent packaging grovp Il nonbulk
packagings but are prohibited from deing transpotted [n bulk highway cargo tanks under
the ptoposed regulations. These include boton trifluoride; codl gas, nitrosyl chloride,
and tetraethyl dithiopyrophosphate and gases in soluticn o with gas mixtures LC §0 ¢
200 ppm.

Fhe Safety Board slso has found inconsistent requitements for bulk shipments of
hazerdous materials In tank cars which would result in o teduced level of safety.
Section 173.314(b}8) provides grandfather protection fot tank cars bullt before
December 30, 1971, that are used 10 transport flammable gases (2.1). Such tank cars
would not be required to have heat-resistant gaskels for manwey covers and mounting
for tittings. The proposed regulstion would require that tank cars manufsctured after
December 30, 1971, have gaskets made of heat-resistant materials approved by the
Assoclation of Amerlean Rallways (AAR) Tank Car Committee; yeu, the AAR has not
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developed standards for gusket meterials, Additionslly, there are silll exceptions to the
regulations that permit tank cars with a capacity of 18,500 or less gallons to be used for
transporting flammable gas when those tank cars do not provide oqual lovels of
protection required for larger cars, 1.¢, head shields and thermal Insulation. As yet, the
DOT has not provided any justification for this exception. The Safety Board belleves
that it {s time to stop permitting tank cars that fall to meet current minimum safety
requirements to be used to transport dangerous materlals under "grandfather clauses.”
As & minimum, the DOT should establish a specific date by which all tank cars would
have to comply with the new requirements. '

While the DOT Is attempting In its rulemaking to strengthen the packaging
requirements for liquids and gases which pose toxic-by-inhalation hazards, the Safety
Board Is concerned thatl the use of J-type tank ears, which are equipped with large
volume pressure telief valves, may not de spproptiete for transporting toxic materials
since these materials should not be released to the atmosphere, - Purthermore, the
requirements for using J-type (tanks equipped with protection against head puncture and
thermal exposure) or S-type (tanks equipped with protection against head puncture only)
tank cars seem to be arbitrary as materials with equivalent hazards sometimes are
assigned to J-type tank cars and sometimes to S-type tank cars.

About 30 materials previously prohibited {rom being transported In bulk, such as
phosgene, now are permitted, However, all such previously prohiblied materials are fiot
proposed 1o be transported In packagings that provide the greatest protection during
transporiation sccidents. Before these materials wre permitted to be transposted In
bulk, the DOT must demonstrate that all proposed packsgings will be construeted to
minimize the risk of any release during transportation, including the elimination of
exceptions which permit hazardous tnaterials to be transported in packagings that do not
meet al) safety requirements. Any materlals believed to pose a risk so great thet no
release from packagings during transportstion eouvld be considered acceptable,
especially in bulk quaniities, should be subject to tigorous performance tests that
demonstrate the integrily of the container through severe sccident conditions. such as
tests currently performed on some radicactive materisls packagings.

This tulemaXing proposel does not sddress the need of requiring the use of tank cars
protected by head shieids and thermal insulation for transporting all materials with an
isolation tadivs of 1/2 mite or more as specitled in the DOT's Emergency Response
Guidebook. (See Safety Recommendation R-35-105.) Any material, when packsged in
rall tank cars, which is 3o hazardous as to warrsnt large publie evacuations during
emergencles also should wareant protection from release or violent rupture of ity
container. The Sefety Board urges the RSPA to incorporate requirements into the (inal
rule appropriste to accomplish this salely objective. :

In summary, the Safely Board belleves that this proposal, on the whole, s 8

© substantis! improvement and, therefore, we support adoption of most of the proposed:

changes. However, the proposal containg certain deficlencles which the Safety Board

belleves nust be rectified before all aspects of the proposed fule are made {innl, We

belleve that the following cotrective actions csn bs taken without causing any
apprecisble detay in the Implementation sehaduler

Identily In the hazardous materials tadle and require the identitlcation on
shipping papers and on transportation vehicles the known subsidlary
hazards of materinls transported.
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Malntaln for Somestlc shipments the prasently required hazard warning
information on shipping papers, labels, and placards for communleating, In
plain langusge, the hazards posed by materisls, The U.N. hazard class.
number also ecould be used, but It should not replace the present hazard
warning system.

Use proposed code *10" in the haiardous materials table os & positive
;\ems lor' denoting materials which must be marked *INHALATION
AZARD.

Require that all components of & waste or mized materis) which
contribute to the hazards of the material be entered on the shipping paper.

Require that psckaging standards for waste materials meet the ssme
siandards as nonwaste materials which pose equivalent hazards,

Establish a specifle date by which the sgrandfather clauses” no lenger
permit hazardous materials to be transported In railroad tank cars that do
not meet present safety requirements.

Require that railroesd tank curs ustd to transport materlals with s DOT
Emergency Response Guldebook recommended evacuation radlus of 1/2
mile or more be equipped with head shield protection and, a8 applicadle,
with thermad insulation. »

Establish or adopt en existing performance standard for heat-resistant
gaskets that are required for 1ank ear manway covers and for mountings
for fitting.

Based on an evalustion of the produet charscteristies of liquids and gases
which pose toxic-by-inhalstion hazerds, modify the proposed tank car
peckaging assignments to require the use of sppropeiste tapk car head
punciure &nd therms! protection for materials that pose equivalent
hazards.

The Ssfety Board recognizes that the tollowing improvements, called for in it
comments above, will require additional study and/or research and thus cannot be done
expeditiousiys

Conduct tests and perform sppropriate safety snalyses 1o determine
whethet the proposed nondulk, performance packaging standards provide
sdequate protection egainst vibrstion, sbraslon, puncture, extreme
tempetature, snd acclident conditlons for the U.S. transportation
environment,

Conduct tests and perform spproptiste safely analyses to identify the risks
posed and to demonstrate the cor tatnment copability of packt,inu
proposed for transporting matericts previously prohibited feom
trangportatien in bulk.

For the two sbove (nstances, the Safety Board beliaves that the RSPA should proceed
with & fina) rule which leaves the prasent requirements in place In lieu of the relaxed
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standards contalned in the proposal. At 8 later date, when the RSPA has completed the
nedersary tasting and has snalyzed the results, & supplementary rulemaking dased on its
tindings then could be lssued. In the Interim, thls more conservative approsch will
provide greater protection for the publle. .

The Safety Board apprecistes the spportunity to make these comments and urges
RSPA to move expeditiously on this ruleniaking.

Respectifully yours,

m Burnett
hefrman
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Emergency Directive Pursuant to Section 33
of the Railway Safety Act

Safety and Security of Locomotives in Canada

To: All Railway Companies and Local Railway Companies

Section 33 of the Railway Safety Act (RSA) gives the Minister of Transport the authority to issue
an emergency directive to any company when the Minister is of the opinion that there is an
immediate threat to safe railway operations or the security of railway transportation.

Although the cause of the tragic accident in Lac-Mégantic remains unknown at this time, and
although I remain confident in the strength of the regulatory regime applicable to railway
transportation in Canada, I am of the opinion that, in light of the catastrophic results of the Lac-
Meégantic accident and in the interest of ensuring the continued safety and security of railway
transportation, there is an immediate need to clarify the regime respecting unattended
locomotives on main track and sidings and the transportation of dangerous goods in tank cars
using a one person crew to address any threat to the safety and security of railway operations.

Pursuant to section 33 of the RSA, all railway companies and local railway companies are hereby
ordered to:

1. Ensure, within 5 days of the issuance of the emergency directive, that all unattended
controlling locomotives on main track and sidings are protected from unauthorized entry
into the cab of the locomotives;

2. Ensure that reversers are removed from any unattended locomotive on main track and
sidings;

3. Ensure that their company’s special instructions on hand brakes referred to in Rule 112 of
‘the Canadian Rail Operating Rules are applied when any locomotive coupled with one or-
more cars is left unattended for more than one hour on main track or sidings;

4. Ensure, when any locomotive coupled with one or more cars is left unattended for one
hour or less on main track or sidings, that in addition to complying with their company’s
special instructions on hand brakes referred to in item 3 above, the locomotives have the
automatic brake set in full service position and have the independent brake fully applied;

5. Ensure that no locomotive coupled with one or more loaded tank cars transporting
“dangerous goods” as this expression is defined in section 2 of the Transportation of
Dangerous Goods Act (TDGA) is left unattended on main track; and

6. Ensure that no locomotive coupled with one or more loaded tank cars-transporting

' “dangerous goods” as this expression is defined in section 2 of the TDGA is operated on
main track or sidings with fewer than two persons qualified under their company’s
requirements for operating employees.

For the purpose of this emergency directive an “unattended locomotive” or a “locomotive
coupled with one or more cars that is left unattended” means that it is not in the immediate




physical control or supervision of a'qualiﬁed person acting for the company operating the
locomotive or car(s) in the case of items 3 and 4 above or a person acting for the company
operating the locomotive or car(s) in the case of items 1, 2 and 5 above.

For the purpose of this emergency directive, “main track” and “sidings” do not include main
track or sidings in yards and terminals.

For greater certainty, nothing in this emergency directive relieves a company of the obligation to
- comply with Rule 112 of the Canadian Rail Operating Rules.

Pursuant to section 33 of the RSA, this emergency directive takes effect immediately and is to
remain in effect until 23:59 EST on December 31, 2013.

Assistant Deputy Minister
Safety and Security

Date:

Related Items

Tuly 23,2013
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