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Scoping Cornment
#30251

From:

Sent:

To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

(UTC)

Docket EF-13190

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Arnol
d Strang

<adstrang@comcast.net>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 11:14 AM

EFSEC (UTC)

Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-0
1

Why are we exporting oil? The "petrocrats" consistently 
sell their agenda by claiming that we must "drill baby drill" to

make the U.S. energy independent. For those who think thi
s will create many jobs....these facilities are so automated

that there are actually very few people involved. Watch 
your property values decrease when you have one of these

terminals in your backyard. This is a no win proposal except
 for a tiny handful of already extremely rich people.

All the rest of us get screwed. The whole world needs more
 renewable energy not more "petropoison".

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 proposa

l

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export 
terminal.

If approved; the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of o
il each day being. k shipped through Spokane, the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Nor
thwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washingto

n

State. The project comes at a steep price for rail communi
ties and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

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

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

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a l
arge train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac
-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highli
ghted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tanker

s

that would be traveling through our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devast
ated 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 additi
onal unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabilitie
s in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil,

 and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis s
hould include climate change impacts from crude oil as well 

as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.
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5) The impact of the project's cradl
e-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viab

ility of the large oyster industry in Wa
shington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, 
environmental, and climate risks associ

ated with the proposed oil terminal
,

respectfully ask you to recommend t
he rejection of Tesoro-Savage's applic

ation.

Sincerely,

Mr. Arnold Strang

23607 46th PI W

Mountlake Terrace, WA 98043-5745

(425) 776-6308
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30252

From:

Sent:

Ta
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

UTC)

Docket EF-131590

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf
 of Jeff Guay

<snowowl@turboisp.com>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 11:15 AM

EFSEC (UTC)

Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2
013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Applicati
on No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facilit

y Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environ
mental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Sa

vage 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 Co

lumbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other 
Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Wa

shington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communitie
s and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in retu

rn.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, 
I urge you to recommend the rejection of Tesoro-Sav

age's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this p
roposal 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 rai

l route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters
 in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown

 that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particula
r, 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 Washin
gton State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of 
additional unit train traffic through communities alon

g the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response cap
abilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliv

er and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analys
is should include climate change impacts from crud

e oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO
2 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 t

erminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection of
Tesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mr. Jeff Guay

PO Box 1281

Chewelah, WA 99109-1281

(509) 230-7580
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30253

From:

Sent:

To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

(UTC)

Docket EF-131590

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on
 behalf of Elaine Killian <eak44

@comcast.net>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 11:15 AM

EFSEC (UTC)

Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Applic
ation No. 2013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590,
 Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washin

gton Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the fu
ll environmental and public safety impact of 

the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major c
rude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,00
0 barrels of oil each day being shipped throu

gh Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver an
d other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail 

is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail 
communities and the Columbia River, yet of

fers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this p
roject, I urge you to recommend the rejecti

on ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impac
ts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. Fo

r example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental
 impacts of a large train-related oil spill or expl

osion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment
 disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alaba

ma have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in 
particular, highlighted the extreme danger o

f the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communit
ies.

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 shi

pping route.

3) The transportation and public health impa
cts of additional unit train traffic through co

mmunities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This. includes evaluating emergency respon
se capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains

 would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shippi
ng route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. Thi
s analysis should include climate change imp

acts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grav
e CO2 emissions on the viability of the larg

e oyster industry in Washington

State.

6) Having been a citizen of Southwest Washi
ngton for all of my 67 years I love the envi

ronmental consciousness of it. In

all of my adult years I have tried to live a life
 that respects all aspects of citizenry. To me

 this citizenry encompasses
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protecting in all ways possible the community in wh
ich we live and a global consciousness as well. F

or all of the above

listed reasons I hope that we, as a local and global 
inhabitant, will find we cannot say yes to an oil t

erminal.

After carefully considering the safety, environmenta
l, and climate risks associated with the proposed o

il terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection of
Tesoro-Savage's application.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Elaine Killian

3347 SE Riverwood Ln

Vancouver, WA 98683-5404

(360) 693-8096
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30254

From:

Sent:

To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

(UTC)

QocKet E1=-131590

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on be
half of Lee Haines <rockcod74

@aol.com>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 11:15 AM

EFSEC(UTC)

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

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Appl
ication No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Ener

gy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full en
vironmental and public safety impact of the joint Te

soro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude
 oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrel
s of oil each day being shipped through Spokane,

 the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other 
Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for

 Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail commun
ities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in

 return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project,
 I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-

Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of thi
s proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, 

EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impact
s of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along t

he rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disaste
rs in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have 

shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in part
icular, 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, whic
h also devastated the town.

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

.

3) 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 c
apabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would d

eliver and store oif, and

other communities along the rail and shipping ro
ute.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This anal
ysis should include climate change impacts fro

m crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave C
O2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster i

ndustry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environm
ental, and climate risks associated with the propos

ed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection 
ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mr. Lee Haines

4302 Tacoma Ave S

Tacoma, WA 98418-6645
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment ~UT~~

#30255

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf
 of Dana Hallahan

<flounderuby@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 11:15 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2
013-01

Dec 17, 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 S

ite

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environment
al and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage

 proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil ex
port terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels o
f oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Col

umbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other N
orthwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washi

ngton State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communitie
s and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return

.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urg
e you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's 

proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this p
roposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC mu

st 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-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that 

these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, 
highlighted the extreme danger ofthe-same type of oi

l 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 Washingt
on State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of add
itional unit train traffic through communities along th

e proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabi
lities in Vancouver,. where oil trains would deliver and 

store oil, and

other communities 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 emi
ssions 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 t

erminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection ofTe
soro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Ms. Dana Hallahan

1258 Crescent Dr

Oak Harbor, WA 98277-8612
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Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment

#30256

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

Dockat EF-131590

UTC~

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Patt Bra
dy <pattbradyl

@gmail.com>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 11:15 AM

EFSEC (UTC)

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

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 20
13-01 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 t
erminal

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 Northwes
t communities. Oil-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, I urge you to
 recommend the rejection ofTesoro-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-Me
gantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlight
ed 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 devastat
ed 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 additiona
l 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.

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 emission
s on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and c
limate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection of Tesoro-Sav
age's application.
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Sincerely.,

Ms. Patt Brady

9547 Berkshire Ct SE

Lacey, WA 98513-4844

(370) 456-2276
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30257

From:

Sent:

To:
Subject•

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

UTC)

Docket EF-13159Q

Sierra Club <information@sierra
club.org> on behalf of Mary Smith 

<butterfiylove65

@yahoo.com>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 11:4
4 AM

EFSEC (UTC)

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

I'm writing regarding Docket No. 
EF-131590, Application No. 2013

-01 to urge the Washington Ener
gy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to ass
ess the full environmental and pu

blic safety impact of the joint Te
soro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver int
o a major crude oil export termin

al.

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, Van
couver and other Northwest comm

unities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal 
for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep pric
e for rail communities and the C

olumbia River, yet offers few jobs 
in return.

Based on the far reaching impact
s of this project, I urge you to re

commend the rejection ofTesoro-
Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmen
tal impacts of this proposal des

erve close scrutiny. For example, 
EFSEC must assess:

1} The potential safety and enviro
nmental impacts of a large train-r

elated oil spill- or explosion along th
e rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent
 derailment disasters in Lac-Megan

tic, Quebec and Alabama have 
shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Qu
ebec, in particular, highlighted th

e extreme danger of the same ty
pe of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through o
ur communities.

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

the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil ta
nker spill on Washington State wa

ters and along the shipping route
.

3) The transportation and public 
health impacts of additional unit 

train traffic through communities a
long the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergen
cy response capabilities in Vanc

ouver, where oil trains would del
iver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail
 and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climat
e change. This analysis should inc

lude climate change impacts from
 crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave
.

5) The impact of the project's cra
dle-to-grave CO2 emissions on t

he viability of the large oyster ind
ustry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the sa
fety, environmental, and climat

e risks associated with the propos
ed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the
 rejection of Tesoro-Savage's a

pplication.
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Sincerely,

Ms. Mary Smith

10804 NE Highway 99 Unit 23

Vancouver, WA 98686-5661
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Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment
#30258

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

(UTC)

Docket EF-131590

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Ann Bergmann

<aeb80gemini@hotmail.com>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 11:44 AM

EFSEC (UTC)
Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

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. Oil-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,. I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-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-Megantic, 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 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.

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 ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Ms. Ann Bergmann

2839 NW Larkspur PI

Corvallis, OR 97330-3536
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Tesoro savage cart [~nC~(~t EF-13159C~

Scoping Comment

#30259 UTC~

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of
 Nancy Jacques

<nhjacques@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 11:44 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 201
3-01

Dec 17, 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 environme
ntal and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage

 proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil expo
rt terminal

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of o
il each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia 

River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other North
west communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washingto

n State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities a
nd the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge y
ou to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's propo

sal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this pro
posal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must as

sess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a lar
ge train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route i

n

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in 
Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these ri

sks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, hig
hlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tan

kers

that would be traveling through our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also dev
astated 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 addit
ional unit train traffic through communities along the prop

osed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabili
ties in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and sto

re oil, and

other communities 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 we

ll as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emi
ssions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Was

hington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, an
d climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal

,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection of Teso
ro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mrs. Nancy Jacques

11550 Meadowmeer Cir NE

Bainbridge Island, WA 98110-4247

(206) 855-9720
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30260

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

(UTC)

Docket EF-131590

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> 
on behalf of Nancy Fleming

<nflemingrn@aol.com>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 11:45 AM

EFSEC (UTC)

Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Applica
tion No. 2013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590,
 Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washin

gton Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full
 environmental and public safety impact of t

he joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major c
rude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,00
0 barrels of oil each day being shipped throu

gh Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and ot
her Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a 

bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail 
communities and the Columbia River, yet offe

rs few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this p
roject, I urge you to recommend the rejecti

on ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impact
s of this proposal deserve close scrutiny.. F

or example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental i
mpacts of a large train-related oil spill or explo

sion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment
 disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alab

ama 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 communit
ies.

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 shi

pping route.

3) The transportation and public health impa
cts of additional unit train traffic through co

mmunities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency respons
e capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains

 would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping
 route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. Thi
s analysis should include climate change imp

acts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grav
e CO2 emissions on the viability of the large 

oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, envir
onmental, and climate risks associated with th

e proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the reject
ion ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Ms. Nancy Fleming

802 SW Terwilliger PI

Portland, OR 97239-2666

(503) 246-5608
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Tesoro Savage CBR

scoping Comment Docket EF-13'1 X90

#30261 UT~~

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on
 behalf of Bill Bowman

Sent:

To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

<kinetic.ki.bill@gmail.com>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 11:44 AM

EFSEC (UTC)

Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Applicatio
n No. 2013-01

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 e
nvironmental and public safety impact of the join

t Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crud
e oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 ba
rrels of oil each day being shipped through Spo

kane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and o
ther Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad 

deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail co
mmunities and the Columbia River, yet offers f

ew jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this proj
ect, I urge you to recommend the rejection of T

esoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts
 of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For exa

mple, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental im
pacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosi

on along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment 
disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama 

have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in pa
rticular, highlighted the extreme danger of the

 same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communiti
es.

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

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

g route.

3) The transportation and public health impact
s of additional unit train traffic through commun

ities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response
 capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains woul

d deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping rou
te.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This an
alysis 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 oy

ster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, enviro
nmental, and climate risks associated with the p

roposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejectio
n ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mr. Bill Bowman

3809 37th Dr

Anacortes, WA 98221-4421

(360) 299-3766
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Tesoro savage CBrt DOCk~t EF'
131590

Scoping Comment
#30262 ~UT~~

From: Andy Mechling <firemappr@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 11:45 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Proposed POV /Tesoro terminal

My name is Andy Mechling. I am writing today to encourage your panel to consid
er a true worst- case scenario

posed by a potential breach of the proposed oil tankage in the greater Portland metr
opolitan air shed.

I am a resident of Oregon; but was born, raised and educated in Washington State.
 My expertise lies in the field

of air toxics monitoring. I have extensive experience working with various EPA office
s in the U.S., and

especially with California's Office of Environmental Health Hazards Assesment 
in Sacramento.

My primary concern about this project lies with the unknown -and seemingly unkn
owable- nature of the

"crude" oil being transported in these unit trains.

At this point in time; all we can say for sure is that this material is being and has be
en mislabeled by rail

handlers, and is obviously more volatile than we have been led to believe.

One basic fact looms large: Crude oil; as we have come to know it, is generally
 less volatile and less hazardous

than the refined products created from it.

Bakken crude, by contrast, is acknowledged to be far more flmable and explosive e
ven than gasoline. This

poses inumerable problems, in terms of risk assesment, of course.

I did attend the meeting of the POV commisioners in June; when this project was 
originally approved. At this

meeting, a member of the port's environmental staff reported to the community tha
t she was fully aware of all of

the constituents of crude oil, and she did not see or anticipate any problems along thes
e lines.

This is emormously problematic in my view. This woman could not possibly be a
ware of the makeup of that

crude. By statute, this information is strictly proprietary. I asked her about this dur
ing my testimony; and she

responded by asking me what my specific concerns were.

I responded by asking her: "What is the Port's proposed limit on Organic Sulfur 
content for these shipments?"

She could muster only a shrug; and didn't really even seem to know what I was 
talking about.

Now your panel is being asked to make decisions regarding the risks posed by this
 project; and in my view,

your group is faced with this same basic hurdle: you will be forced to make severa
l assumptions about the

nature of the hazardous materials in question.

For example; any type of plume modeling -whether it be for air, surface, or aquati
c contamination -will require

detailed inputs regarding chemical makeup and product specifications.

It is my assertion that neither the Port of Vancouver, the State of Washington, no
r the public at large has any

meaningful access to this type of vital information.

365



Again, my chief concerns here do not 
involve global warming, traffic impac

ts, threats to marine life or

potential adverse economic impacts.

My concern is that a true worst-case s
cenario would involve the release of 

highly toxic gases on the waterfront

of a major metropolitan area.

Of course; one needs to do all the math
. The models need to be developed,

 and the input data needs to be

assembled. All of this will take severa
l months at least to accomplish, and t

he firms who specialize in this type

of work don't work cheaply.

Even if soil liquification were not a c
oncern here: the risk modeling will ne

ed to consider scenarios involving

the complete breach of the proposed
 tankage combined with zero wind /

air inversion weather conditions.

Accuracy of the risk models will hing
e largely on the quality of the input da

ta employed; and quality data is

precisely what none of us has at this po
int.

We do know that this unconventional 
petroleum product will produce hydr

ogen sulfide emissions to air at ppm

concentrations far in excess of the H2S
 content of the liquid product (typi

cally limited to l Oppm).

There is much that we don't know. Fo
r example; runaway H2S concentrati

ons still don't explain the

demonstrated extreme volatility of th
at product.

Even more troubling than the explosi
on at Lac Megantic, should be the ap

parent fact that the more recent

derailment involving Bakken crude i
n Alabama was caused by a BLEVE

 explosion -while the train was rolli
ng

down the tracks normally.

I consider myself a realist. I fully antic
ipate that oil products from the Bakk

en play will find their way into West

Coast markets and refineries; and pr
obably sooner than later.

With that being said, I don't view the
 proposed Tesoro rail terminal at PO

V to be a realistic proposal at all.

Someday; perhaps some day soon, t
he Northwest region will see a seriou

s proposal for marine loading of

Bakken petroleum products on the Co
lumbia River.

Hopefully, that proposal will involve
 a mare refined -and better defined

 -commodity. Certainly, such a proj
ect

will involve a location far removed 
from a major metropolitan area.

As a society; I believe we have learn
ed this much.

Thank you for your attention on thi
s matter.

Sincerely,

Andy Mechling

24126 Redwood Hwy

Kerby OR 97531
Sent from my U.S. Cellular0 Smartphone
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment uT~~

#30263 ~

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

Docket EF-131590

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on be
half of Marlene Dellsy

<mdellsy@yahoo.com>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 12:14 PM

EFSEC (UTC)

Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Applicati
on No. 2013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, App
lication No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington En

ergy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full 
environmental and public safety impact of the joi

nt Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crud
e oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 ba
rrels of oil each day being shipped through Sp

okane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and o
ther Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad 

deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail commu
nities and the Columbia River, yet offers few 

jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this proj
ect, I urge. you to recommend the rejection of

Tesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts
 of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For ex

ample, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impac
ts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion

 along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment dis
asters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama ha

ve shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in par
ticular, highlighted the extreme danger of the s

ame type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communitie
s.

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

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on W
ashington State waters and along the shipping 

route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts
 of additional unit train traffic through commun

ities 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 r
oute.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This 
analysis should include climate change impacts fr

om 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 oyste

r industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environme
ntal, and climate risks associated with the prop

osed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the reject
ion ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Ms. Marlene Dellsy

26002 NE 178th Ct

Battle Ground, WA 98604-8728
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30264

From:

Sent:.
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

(UTC)

C~c~ck~;t EF-131590

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Susk
a Davis

<suskada@comcast.net>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 12:15 PM

EFSEC(UTC)

Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-0
1

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 environment
al and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage prop

osal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil expo
rt terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil 
each day being shipped through Spokane, the. Columbia Riv

er

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other North
west communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington Stat

e.

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, I urge you
 to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal

The public safety and environmental impacts of this propos
al 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-M
egantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highli
ghted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tan

kers

that would be traveling through our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devas
tated 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 addit
ional unit train traffic through communities along the propo

sed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabilitie
s in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil,

 and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis sho
uld include climate change impacts from crude oil as well a

s

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emiss
ions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washingt

on

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and c
limate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection ofTesor
o-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Dr. Suska Davis

5721 Libby Rd NE

Olympia, WA 98506-1929

(360) 754-2201
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Tesoro Savage CBR

scoping comment Docket EF-131 X90

#30265 ~UTC~

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on be
half of Kathryn Roberg

<kroberg@fspa.org>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 12:15 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

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

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Appl
ication No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy

 Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full envir
onmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesor

o-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude 
oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrel
s of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, th

e Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other 
Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for

 Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail commun
ities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs 

in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project,
 I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Sa

vage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of thi
s proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, E

FSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts 
of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along th

e rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disa
sters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have 

shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particu
lar, highlighted the extreme danger of the same typ

e 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 Washin
gton State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts o
f additional unit train traffic through communities a

long the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response c
apabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would del

iver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route
.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This anal
ysis should include climate change impacts from cr

ude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO
2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster indu

stry 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.
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Sincerely,

Ms. Kathryn Roberg

1027 Cameron Ave

La Crosse, WI 54601-4743

(608) 782-8299
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Tesoro Savage C
BR

5coping Commen
t

#30266

From:

Sent:

To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

Docket EF-131590

JTC)

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.o
rg> on behalf of Tom Wheelan

<tomtrrfk@hotmail.com>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 12:15 PM

EFSEC (UTC)

Comment on Docket Na EF-131590, Appli
cation No. 2013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131
590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the 

Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the
 full environmental and public safety im

pact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a majo
r 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. Oi

l-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State
.

The project comes at a steep price for r
ail communities and the Columbia River, 

yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of thi
s project, I urge you to recommend the re

jection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impa
cts of this proposal deserve close scruti

ny. 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 derailm
ent disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec a

nd Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, 
in particular, highlighted the extreme d

anger of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our comm
unities.

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

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spi
ll on Washington State waters and alon

g the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health
 impacts of additional unit train traffic t

hrough communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency res
ponse capabilities in Vancouver, where 

oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and 
shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change
. This analysis should include climate ch

ange impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-g
rave CO2 emissions on the viability of

 the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, 
environmental, and climate risks associat

ed with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the re
jection of Tesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mr. Tom Wheelan

PO Box 219132

Portland, OR 97225-9132
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30267

From:

Sent:

To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

[~~et EF-131590

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on 
behalf of russell Cunningham

<mtcunner@gmail.com>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 12:15 PM

EFSEC(UTC)

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

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 env
ironmental and public safety impact of the join

t Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crud
e oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 ba
rrels of oil each day being shipped through Spo

kane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and o
ther Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a ba

d deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail comm
unities and the Columbia River, yet offers fe

w jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this projec
t, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofT

esoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts 
of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For exam

ple, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impa
cts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion 

along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment 
disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama

 have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in parti
cular, highlighted the extreme danger of the s

ame type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communiti
es.

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

2~ The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Wa
shington State waters and along the shipping r

oute.

3) The transportation and public health impacts 
of additional unit train traffic through communit

ies along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response 
capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains woul

d deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping rou
te.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This an
alysis should include climate change impacts fr

om; crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave C
O2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster

 industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environm
ental, and climate risks associated with the pro

posed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection 
ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mr. russell Cunningham

515 Newport Way NW

# Unitb3

Issaquah, WA 98027-2713
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Tesoro Savage CBR

scoping Comment )~~et EF-131590
#30268 ~~

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.o'rg> on be
half of Rafe Dimmitt <rafe_m31

@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013.12:15 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

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

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Ap
plication No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington En

ergy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full env
ironmental and public safety impact of the joint 

Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crud
e oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barr
els of oil each day being shipped through Spokane

, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and oth
er Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad 

deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail comm
unities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jo

bs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project,
 I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTes

oro-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 impact
s of a large train-related oil spill or explosion 

along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment dis
asters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama hav

e shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in parti
cular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same

 type of oil and tankers

that would be travelingthrough our communities
.

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

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Wa
shington State waters and along the shipping rou

te.

3) The transportation and public health impact
s of additional unit train traffic through commun

ities 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 rou
te.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This an
alysis should include climate change impacts f

rom crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave C
O2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster i

ndustry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environm
ental, and climate risks associated with the prop

osed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection 
ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mr. Rafe Dimmitt

2272 Gilman Dr W Apt 4

Seattle, WA 98119-2433

(206) 963-4379
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-~ 3159

Scoping Comment
#30269 ~TC~

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Nancy Matto
x

<pfkyv@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 12:45 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

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

Dec 17, 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 termina
l.

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 commu
nities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columb
ia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to r
ecommend 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-rela
ted oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic,
 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 wate
rs and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit t
rain traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Van
couver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should incl
ude 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 ofTesoro-Savage's 
application.
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Sincerely,

Ms. Nancy Mattox

300 W 8th St Unit 326

Vancouver, WA 98660-3438

387



Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment
#30270

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner.

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

UTC)

Docket EF-13
1590

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> 
on behalf of Andrea Loewen

<andrealoewen@comcast.net>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 12:45 PM

EFSEC(UTC)

Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Applica
tion No. 2013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-13159
0, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Wa

shington 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 thr

ough Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and 
other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail

 is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communit
ies and the Columbia River, yet offers few

 jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this 
project, I urge you to recommend the reje

ction of Tesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impact
s 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-Megantic, Quebec and Al

abama 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 commun
ities.

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

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill o
n Washington State waters and along the sh

ipping route.

3) The transportation and public health im
pacts of additional unit train traffic through

 communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency respo
nse capabilities in Vancouver, where oil

 trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shippi
ng route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. T
his analysis should include climate change i

mpacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-gr
ave CO2 emissions on the viability of the lar

ge oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, env
ironmental, and climate risks associated wit

h the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the re
jection ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Ms. Andrea Loewen

22029 98th PI W

Edmonds, WA 98020-4500
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30271

Docket EF-131590

(UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on beha
lf of Barry Mc Monagle

<bearrach@u.washington.edu>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 12:45 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

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

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Appl
ication No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Ener

gy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full envir
onmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesor

o-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude 
oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrel
s of oil each day being shipped through Spokane,

 the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and oth
er Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal 

for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail commun
ities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs

 in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project,
 I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-

Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of t
his proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, 

EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impact
s of a large train-related oil spill or explosion alon

g the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disas
ters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have s

hown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particu
lar, highlighted the extreme danger of the same t

ype 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 Wash
ington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts o
f additional unit train traffic through communities 

along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response c
apabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would d

eliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping ro
ute.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This an
alysis should include climate change impacts from c

rude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO
2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster ind

ustry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmen
tal, and climate risks associated with the propos

ed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection 
ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mr. Barry Mc Monagle

786 West Rd

Sedro Woolley, WA 98284-9543

(360) 595-0903
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Tesoro Savage 
CBR

Scoping Comme
nt (u,r~) Doc;cet ~r-13 i v

#30272

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy
@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Richard

Ray crick@rickray.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:09 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2
013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Sa
vage Vancouver Energy Distribution Term

inal.

live in the Columbia River Gorge National
 Scenic Area.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project wou
ld transport 360,000 barrels of oil per da

y through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concer
ns about this proposal and its. impact o

n the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under t
he State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)

 must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The 
purpose statement must not be narrowly

 worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distr
ibution of oil through the region. The purpo

se should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the reg
ion and providing opportunities for appropr

iate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local communi
ty.

Is there a need for this project? There is 
not. This proposal, in conjunction with ot

her existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northw
est that would far exceed current consum

ption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities tha
t would create jobs and generate great

er benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action"
 alternative; an alternative relying on ot

her oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under constr
uction; and reducing reliance on fossil fu

els all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do no
t pass through congressionally protected

 areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives
 analyses. The EIS should also consider re

asonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would b
e incompatible with an oil terminal, such

 as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumul
ative effects of the proposal, including t

ransportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such
 as:

- Increased air pollution from train diesel
 emission. The Gorge already suffered fr

om smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail
 lines in the Gorge are currently near capaci

ty. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result i
n rail infrastructure expansion into sensit

ive areas in the Gorge, including
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wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, 
and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be

 included

in the scope of review.

- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the 
Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust esca

ping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast 
and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal d
ust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines 

and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derail
ments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and

 the

impacts on communities must be analyzed..

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia 
River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indir

ect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural an
d recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge Na

tional

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts 
to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gor

ge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with sta
te, local, and federal protections for the environment, su

ch as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. W
AC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the G

overnor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functi
ons in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge Nati

onal

Scenic Area Act.

RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to
 review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Go

rge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and includin
g them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Mr. Richard Ray

30649 NE Hurt Rd

Troutdale, OR 97060-9380
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Docket EF-131590

Tesoro Savage C
BR

Scoping Comment
 ,uTC)

#30273 ~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advoca
cy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of S

HARON

LEE <tekashch@juno.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:09 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 
2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energ

y

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro 
Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution

 Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project w
ould transport 360,000 barrels of oil p

er day through the Columbia River Gorg
e

National Scenic Area. I have grave conc
erns about this proposal and its impac

t on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review unde
r the State Environmental Policy Act (SE

PA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? Th
e purpose statement must not be narr

owly worded to only include the

construction. of an oil terminal for distri
bution of oil through the region. The pu

rpose should be broad enough to includ
e

providing for the energy needs of the re
gion and providing opportunities for app

ropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local commu
nity.

Is there a need for this project? There is
 not. This proposal, in conjunction wi

th other existing and pending oil termina
ls,

would result in a glut of oil in the North
west that would far exceed current con

sumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities t
hat would create jobs and generate gr

eater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action
" alternative; an alternative relying on

 other oil terminals that already exist, ar
e

in the permitting process or under con
struction; and reducing reliance on fos

sil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do no
t pass through congressionally protect

ed areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternative
s analyses. The EIS should also conside

r reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would 
be incompatible with an oil terminal, s

uch as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumula
tive effects of the proposal, includin

g transportation impacts on the Columbi
a

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such 
as:

-Increased air pollution from train die
sel emission. The Gorge already suffered

 from smog and visibility impairment u
p

to 95%a of the time.

-Rail expansion into sensitive areas. R
ail lines in the Gorge are currently nea

r capacity. This proposal and other oil b
y rail

and coal export proposals would res
ult in rail infrastructure expansion into 

sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare 
plant habitat, and cultural resource sit

es. These likely impacts must be includ
ed

in the scope of review.

395



- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in 
the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal du

st escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ba
llast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coa
l dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening r

ail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train d
erailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorg

e and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Col
umbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The proje

ct's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultu
ral and recreation resources of the Columbia_ River Go

rge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impa
cts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columb

ia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict wit
h state, local, and federal protections for the environ

ment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act.
 WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the

 Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective f
unctions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge

 National

Scenic Area Act.

RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required
 to review projects for their impacts on the Columb

ia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and inc
luding them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Ms. SHARON LEE

2277 NE Baron Ct

Bend, OR 97701-6606
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment 
)T~)

#30274

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advo
cacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of

 Tara Brock

<tara.c.g.brock@gmail.cam>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:09 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 
2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energ

y

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Counci
l

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesor
o Savage Vancouver Energy Distribut

ion Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project wou
ld transport 360,000 barrels of oil p

er day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave con
cerns about this proposal and its impac

t on the Columbia River Gorge Nationa
l

Scenic Area. The scope of review und
er the State Environmental Policy Act

 (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? T
he purpose statement must not be n

arrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distr
ibution of oil through the region. The

 purpose should be broad enough to inc
lude

providing for the energy needs of the r
egion and providing opportunities for

 appropriate waterfront development 
in

Vancouver that benefits the local comm
unity.

Is there a need for this project? There
 is not. This proposal, in conjunction 

with other existing and pending oil termi
nals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Nort
hwest that would far exceed current co

nsumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities
 that would create jobs and generate g

reater benefits for the local community
.

What are the alternatives? A "no actio
n" alternative; an alternative relying on

 other oil terminals that already exist, a
re

in the permitting process or under co
nstruction; and reducing reliance on fo

ssil fuels all must be considered as viab
le

alternatives. Transport routes that do n
ot pass through congressionally prote

cted areas, like the Columbia River Gor
ge

also must be included in the alternativ
es analyses. The EIS should also consi

der reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would
 be incompatible with an oil terminal

, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumu
lative effects of the proposal, includin

g transportation impacts on the Columb
ia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, suc
h as:

- Increased air pollution from train di
esel emission. The Gorge already suffe

red from smog and visibility impairmen
t up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Ra
il lines in the Gorge are currently nea

r capacity. This proposal and other oil 
by rail

and coal export proposals would result
 in rail infrastructure expansion into s

ensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare
 plant habitat, and cultural resource s

ites. These likely impacts must be incl
uded

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train tra
ffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive am

ounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens th
e train ballast and causes accidents. The U.

S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined 
that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant

," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil
 train derailments, the likely effects on the C

olumbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

- Adverse effects to resources protected by 
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Ar

ea Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural
, cultural and recreation resources of the Col

umbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope 
of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS addre
ss impacts to sensitive or special areas, su

ch as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conf
lict with state, local, and federal protectio

ns for the environment, such as

the Co4umbia River Gorge National Scenic Ar
ea Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). Sta

te law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respe
ctive functions in accordance with the Colum

bia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.

RCW 43.9'7.025. EFSEC and the Governor are r
equired to review projects for their impact

s on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments 
and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Tara Brock

8228 SE 8th Ave

Portland, OR 97202-6532

(248) 670-8033
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment 
Docket ~F-1315J~

#30275 ~UT~~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy
@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Claudine

elzey <celzey9179@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:09 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013
-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savag
e Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would 
transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day thr

ough the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns 
about this proposal and its impact on the Col

umbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the S
tate Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) mus

t include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The pu
rpose statement must not be narrowly wor

ded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distributio
n of oil through the region. The purpose sh

ould be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the reg
ion and providing opportunities for appropri

ate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community
.

Is there a need for this project? There is not.
 This proposal, in conjunction with other 

existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwes
t that would far exceed current consumpt

ion. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that 
would create jobs and generate greater be

nefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" a
lternative; an alternative relying on othe

r oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construct
ion; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels 

all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not 
pass through congressionally protected a

reas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives ana
lyses. The EIS should also consider reasona

bly foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be 
incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mi

xed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulativ
e effects of the proposal, including transpor

tation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

- Increased air pollution from train diesel 
emission. The Gorge already suffered from

 smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail l
ines in the Gorge are currently near capacit

y. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in 
rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive 

areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare pla
nt habitat, and cultural resource sites. Th

ese likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gor
ge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and 
causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is
 a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments,
 the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

- Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River
 Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and r
ecreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sen
sitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, 
local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 19
7-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in 
accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.

RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to revie
w projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them
 into the official record.

Sincerely,

Ms. Claudine elzey

8255 N Hurst Ave

Portland, OR 97203-3623
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Tesoro Savage CBR 
Docket EF-131590

Scoping Comment

#30276 V T~~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@Gorg
eFriends.org> on behalf of Scott

Franke <frankelaw@gorge.net>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:09 PM

Ta EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-0
1 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage 
Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

As a resident of the Columbia River Gorge, I am a
mong the many who will bear the brunt of the 

proposed Tesoro Savage

project, which would transport 360,000 barrels of
 oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge N

ational Scenic Area.

have grave concerns about this proposal and it
s impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

 Scenic Area. The scope ofi

review under the State Environmental Policy Act 
(SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose 
statement must not be narrowly worded to onl

y include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of 
oil through the region. The purpose should be br

oad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and 
providing opportunities for appropriate waterfron

t development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This
 proposal, in conjunction with other existing and 

pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that
 would far exceed current consumption. There 

are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that woul
d create jobs and generate greater benefits for

 the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternat
ive; an alternative relying on other oil terminal

s that already exist, are

in the permitting processor under construction; a
nd reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be c

onsidered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass
 through congressionally protected areas, like t

he Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses
. The EIS should also consider reasonably for

eseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be in
compatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use 

development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effec
ts of the proposal, including transportation imp

acts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

- Increased air pollution from train diesel emiss
ion. The Gorge already suffered from smog and 

visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in t
he Gorge are currently near capacity. This prop

osal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail i
nfrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the 

Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant ha
bitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely imp

acts must be included

in the scope of review.

401



- Likelihood of accidents. Current coa
l train traffic in the Gorge has resul

ted in massive amounts of coal dus
t escaping

the open topped rail cars, which we
akens the train ballast and causes a

ccidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has d
etermined that coal dust is a "perni

cious ballast foulant;" weakening ra
il lines and

resulting in derailments. The like
lihood of oil train derailments, the l

ikely effects on the Columbia River G
orge and the

impacts on communities must be a
nalyzed.

- Adverse effects to resources prot
ected by the Columbia River Gorge

 National Scenic Area Act. The projec
t's indirect

and .cumulative effects on the scenic
, natural, cultural and recreation 

resources of the Columbia River Gorg
e National

Scenic Area must be included in the 
scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that t
he EIS address impacts to sensitive 

or special areas, such as the Columb
ia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal 
would conflict with state, local, and

 federal protections for the environm
ent, such as

the Columbia River Gorge Nation
al Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330

(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requir
es the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out t
heir respective functions in accord

ance with the Columbia River Gorg
e National

Scenic Area Act.

RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Gove
rnor are required to review proje

cts for their impacts on the Columbia
 River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those 
impacts.

Thank you for considering these co
mments and including them into the

 official record.

Sincerely,

Mr. Scott Franke

212 Front St

Hood River, OR 97031-2308

(541) 386-9955
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Tesoro Savage CBR 
~O

ScopingComment 
~JCiCF:t ~~-~~3~

#3oz~~ UTC)

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@Go
rgeFriends.org> on behalf of Jeffrey

Posey <japoseyl@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:09 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 201
3-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savag
e Vancouver Energy Distribution Termina

l.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project woul
d transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day t

hrough the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns 
about this proposal and its impact on the C

olumbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) mus

t include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The pu
rpose statement must not be narrowly word

ed to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution
 of oil through the region. The purpose sho

uld be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region
 and providing opportunities for appropria

te waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community
.

Is there a need for this project? There is not.
 This proposal, in conjunction with other ex

isting and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest
 that would far exceed current consumptio

n. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that 
would create jobs and generate greater bene

fits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" a
lternative; an alternative relying on other oil

 terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting processor under construct
ion; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all 

must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pas
s through congressionally protected areas,

 like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives ana
lyses. The EIS should also consider reasona

bly foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be in
compatible with an oil terminal, such as mi

xed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative 
effects of the proposal, including transportatio

n impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

- Increased air pollution from train diesel em
ission. The Gorge already suffered from smo

g and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines
 in the Gorge are currently near capacity. T

his proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in 
rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive

 areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare pl
ant habitat, and cultural resource sites. Thes

e likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has 
resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and cau
ses accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "p
ernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the 
likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Go
rge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreati
on resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive 
or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, a
nd federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11
-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in 
accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.

RCW 43..97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review pr
ojects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them int
o the official record.

Sincerely,

Mr. Jeffrey Posey

18100 SE 35th St

Vancouver, WA 98683-8262

(808) 990-2471
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#30278

From: 
Friends of the Columbia Gorg

e <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.
org> on behalf of Joan

Pinkert <pinkertj@spiritone.
lcom>

Sent: 
Tuesday, December 17, 201

3 1:09 PM

To: 
EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: 
Docket No. EF-131590 Applic

ation No. 2013-01 Tesoro Sav
age Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Commen
ts

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation
 Council

wa

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for th
e Tesoro Savage Vancouver

 Energy Distribution Terminal
.

The. proposed Tesoro Savage
 project would transport 36

0,000 barrels of oil per day th
rough the Columbia River Go

rge

National Scenic Area. I have gr
ave concerns about this pro

posal and its impact on the Co
lumbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of re
view under the State Enviro

nmental Policy Act (SEPA) mus
t include the following:

What is the purpose of the pro
ject? The purpose statemen

t must not be narrowly word
ed to only include the

construction of an oil termina
l for distribution of oil thro

ugh the region. The purpose s
hould be broad enough to in

clude

providing for the energy need
s of the region and providin

g opportunities for appropriat
e waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the 
local community.

Is there a need for this proje
ct? There is not. This propos

al, in conjunction with other
 existing and pending oil termi

nals,

would result in a glut of oil in
 the Northwest that would f

ar exceed current consumptio
n. There are alternative

waterfront development op
portunities that would create 

jobs and generate greater be
nefits for the local community

.

What are the alternatives? A
 "no action" alternative; an 

alternative relying on other o
il terminals that already exist,

 are

in the permitting process or 
under construction; and redu

cing reliance on fossil fuels a
ll must be considered as viab

le

alternatives. Transport route
s that do not pass through 

congressionally protected areas
, like the Columbia River Gor

ge

also must be included in the 
alternatives analyses. The EIS

 should also consider reasona
bly foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities t
hat would be incompatible wi

th an oil terminal, such as mi
xed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect
 and cumulative effects of t

he proposal, including transp
ortation impacts on the Colum

bia

River Gorge National Scenic Ar
ea, such as

-Increased air pollution from
 train diesel emission. The 

Gorge already suffered from s
mog and visibility impairmen

t up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitiv
e areas. Rail lines in the Gor

ge are currently near capacity
. This proposal and other oi

l by rail

and coal export proposals wo
uld result in rail infrastruct

ure expansion into sensitive ar
eas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife h
abitat, rare plant habitat, and

 cultural resource sites. These
 likely impacts must be incl

uded

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal trai
n traffic in the Gorge has resulted in mass

ive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens t
he train ballast and causes accidents. The

 U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determ
ined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballas

t foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood o
f oil train derailments, the likely effects o

n the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed
.

-Adverse effects to resources protected 
by the Columbia River Gorge National Scen

ic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, nat
ural, cultural and recreation resources of

 the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope 
of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS ad
dress impacts to sensitive or special area

s, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would co
nflict with state, local, and federal protec

tions for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Sceni
c Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii).

 State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their r
espective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge

 National

Scenic Area Act.

RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor
 are required to review projects for their im

pacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these commen
ts and including them into the official 

record.

Sincerely,

Ms. Joan Pinkert

3330 SE Gladstone St

Portland, OR 97202-3465
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Scoping Comment
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From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy
@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of

Sonseeahray Rucker <ruckers@uw.edu>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:09 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 20
13-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Sava
ge Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would
 transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day th

rough the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area, less than 1 mile from
 my house in Vancouver, WA and right be

hind my mother's house in Camas,

WA.

am already extremely concerned about the
 health and safety risks that communities s

urrounding the railroad lines

have to deal with including my mother's and
 my own. I think that we are already being 

put at too great a risk. I do not

think that adding the danger of more pot
ential fire balls in my mother's backyard is so

mething that is reasonable.

have grave concerns about this proposal 
and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge 

National Scenic Area. The scope of

review under the State Environmental Policy
 Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The pu
rpose statement must not be narrowly wor

ded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribut
ion of oil through the region. The purpose s

hould be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the regio
n and providing opportunities for appropria

te waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community
.

Is there a need for this project? There is no
t. This proposal, in conjunction with other ex

isting and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northw
est that would far exceed current consumpti

on. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities tha
t would create jobs and generate greater ben

efits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" 
alternative; an alternative relying on other

 oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construc
tion; and. reducing reliance on fossil fuels a

ll must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not 
pass through congressionally protected areas

, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives an
alyses. The EIS should also consider reason

ably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would b
e incompatible with an oil terminal, such

 as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative
 effects of the proposal, including transport

ation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as
:
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-Increased air pollution from train die
sel emission. The Gorge already suffe

red from smog and visibility impairm
ent up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive. areas. R
ail lines in the Gorge are currently n

ear capacity. This proposal and othe
r oil by rail

and coal export proposals would resul
t in rail infrastructure expansion into 

sensitive areas in the Gorge, includi
ng

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rar
e plant habitat, and cultural resourc

e sites. These likely impacts must be
 included

in the scope of review.

-Likelihood of accidents. Current coal
 train traffic in the Gorge has resulte

d in massive amounts of coal dust es
caping

the. open topped rail cars, which weake
ns the train ballast and causes accid

ents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has de
termined that coal dust is a "pernicio

us ballast foulant," weakening rail li
nes and

resulting in derailments. The likelihoo
d of oil train derailments, the likely e

ffects on the Columbia River Gorge an
d the

impacts on communities must be anal
yzed.

- Adverse effects to resources protect
ed by the Columbia River Gorge Nati

onal Scenic Area Act. The project's ind
irect

and cumulative effects on the scenic,
 natural, cultural and recreation reso

urces of the Columbia River Gorge N
ational

Scenic Area must be included in the 
scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EI
S address impacts to sensitive or spe

cial areas, such as the Columbia Riv
er Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal wou
ld conflict with state, local, and fe

deral protections for the environment
, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Sc
enic Area Act. WAS 197-11-330(3)(e)

(i), (iii). State law also requires the 
Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their
 respective functions in accordance 

with the. Columbia River Gorge Nati
onal

Scenic Area Act.

RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Gover
nor are required to review projects fo

r their impacts on the Columbia Riv
er Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impa
cts.

Thank you #or considering these comme
nts and including them into the offi

cial record.

Sincerely,

Ms. Sonseeahray Rucker

2909E 13th St

Vancouver, WA 98661-5336
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Tesoro Savage CBR 
Docket EF-137 590

Scoping Comment

#3ozao 
;UTC)

From:
Friends of the Columbia 

Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeF
riends.org> on behalf 

of Tom

Bender <tbender@nehalem
tel.net>

Sent:
Tuesday, December 17, 2

013 1:09 PM

To:
EFSEC (UTC)

Subject:
Docket No. EF-131590 A

pplication No. 2013-01 T
esoro Savage Vancouver 

Energy

Distribution Terminal Com
ments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluat
ion Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Coun
cil,

Please deny the permit f
or the Tesoro Savage Va

ncouver Energy Distributi
on Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Sava
ge project would transpo

rt 360,000 barrels of oil
 per day through the Colu

mbia River Gorge.

National Scenic Area. I hav
e grave concerns about

 this proposal and its imp
act on the Columbia Rive

r Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of
 review under the State E

nvironmental Policy Act (
SEPA) must include the f

ollowing:

What is the purpose of th
e project? The purpose s

tatement must not be n
arrowly worded to only in

clude the

construction of an oil term
inal for distribution of o

il through the region. The
 purpose should be broad

 enough to include

providing for the energy n
eeds of the region and p

roviding opportunities fo
r appropriate waterfront d

evelopment in

Vancouver that benefits th
e local community.

Is there a need for this pr
oject? There is not. This

 proposal, in conjunction
 with other existing and p

ending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of o
il in the Northwest that 

would far exceed current
 consumption. There are

 alternative

waterfront development 
opportunities that would

 create jobs and generat
e greater benefits for the

 local community.

What are the alternative
s? A "no action" alternati

ve; an alternative relying
 on other oil terminals th

at already exist, are

in the permitting process 
or under construction; an

d reducing reliance on f
ossil fuels all must be cons

idered as viable

alternatives. Transport rou
tes that do not pass th

rough congressionally pro
tected areas, like the Col

umbia River Gorge

also must be included in 
the alternatives analyses

. The EIS should also con
sider reasonably foreseea

ble waterfront,

development opportunitie
s that would be incompa

tible with an oil termin
al, such as mixed use dev

elopment with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indir
ect and cumulative effect

s of the proposal, includi
ng transportation impact

s on the Columbia

River Gorge National Sceni
c Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution f
rom train diesel emission

. The Gorge already suff
ered from smog and visib

ility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensi
tive areas. Rail lines in t

he Gorge are currently ne
ar capacity. This proposa

l and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals
 would result in rail infr

astructure expansion into
 sensitive areas in the Gor

ge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlif
e habitat, rare plant habit

at, and cultural resourc
e sites. These likely impac

ts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current
 coal train traffic in the Gorge h

as resulted in massive amounts
 of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, whic
h weakens the train ballast and

 causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board h
as determined that coal dust is 

a "pernicious ballast foulant," w
eakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The li
kelihood of oil train derailments

, the likely effects on the Columb
ia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be
 analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources p
rotected by the Columbia River

 Gorge National Scenic Area Act
. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the s
cenic, natural, cultural and recr

eation resources of the Columbia
 River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in 
the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires th
at the EIS address impacts to sens

itive or special areas, such as the
 Columbia River Garge,

and the degree that the propo
sal would conflict with state, lo

cal, and federal protections for t
he environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge Natio
nal. Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-1

1-330(3)(ej(i), (iii). State law als
o requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry o
ut their respective functions in 

accordance with the Columbia Ri
ver Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.

RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the 
Governor are required to review 

projects for their impacts on the 
Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid tho
se impacts.

Thank you for considering these 
comments and including them in

to the official record.

Sincerely,

Mr. Tom Bender

38755 Reed Rd

Nehalem, OR 97131-9773

(503) 368-6294
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Tesoro Savage CBR DoCk~t EF-131590

Scoping Comment

#3ozsi (UTC)

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy
@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Cheryl

Wagner <javadog8@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:09 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-
01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savag
e Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would 
transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day throu

gh the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns ab
out this proposal and its impact on the Colu

mbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must in

clude the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The pur
pose statement must not be narrowly worded

 to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution
 of oil through the region. The purpose should

 be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region
 and providing opportunities for appropriate w

aterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. T
his proposal, in conjunction with other exist

ing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest
 that would far exceed current consumptio

n. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that 
would create jobs and generate greater bene

fits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alt
ernative; an alternative relying on other oil ter

minals that already exist, are

in the permitting processor under constructio
n; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all mu

st be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pas
s through congressionally protected areas, l

ike the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analy
ses. The EIS should also consider reasonably

 foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be i
ncompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed 

use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative 
effects of the proposal, including transportati

on impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

- Increased air pollution from train diesel emis
sion. The Gorge already suffered from smog

 and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines 
in the Gorge are currently near capacity. Thi

s proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail 
infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas i

n the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat,- rare plant 
habitat, and cultural resource sites. These like

ly impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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Likelihood of accidents. Cur
rent coal. train traffic in the

 Gorge has resulted in mass
ive amounts of coal dust es

caping

the open topped rail cars, wh
ich weakens the train ball

ast and causes accidents. Th
e U.S.

Surface Transportation Boar
d has determined that coal

 dust is a "pernicious ballast
 foulant," weakening rail li

nes and

resulting in derailments. The
 likelihood of oil train derai

lments, the likely effects on
 the Columbia River Gorge 

and the

impacts on communities mu
st be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resource
s protected by the Columb

ia River Gorge National Sce
nic Area Act. The project's

 indirect

and cumulative effects on t
he scenic, natural, cultural

 and recreation resources 
of the Columbia River Gorge 

National

Scenic Area must be includ
ed in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires 
that the EIS address impac

ts to sensitive or special ar
eas, such as the Columbia 

River Gorge,

and the degree that the pro
posal would conflict with st

ate, local, and federal prot
ections for the environment

, such as

the Columbia River Gorge N
ational Scenic Area Act. WA

C 197-11-330(3)(ej(i), (iii).
 State law also requires the 

Governor

and all state agencies to car
ry out their respective fun

ctions in accordance with t
he Columbia River Gorge N

ational

Scenic Area Act.

RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and 
the Governor are required 

to review projects for their 
impacts on the Columbia R

iver Gorge

and to take actions to avoid
 those impacts.

Thank you for considering t
hese comments and includ

ing them into the official r
ecord.

Sincerely,

Ms. Cheryl Wagner

20035 SE 27th PI

Sammamish, WA 98075-969
4
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Tesoro savage CBR 
DOCk~t E~-13159

S~api~g Comment JTC~
~ #30282

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of
 Glacier

Kingsford-Smith &Family <glacier@gorge.net>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:09 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouve
r Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distributio
n Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil
 per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. This is a frightening thought. I love the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, and I'm very

concerned. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (
SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project?

The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the const
ruction of an oil terminal for distribution

of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include prov
iding for the energy needs of the region

and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in Vancou
ver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project?

There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending 
oil terminals, would result in a glut of oil in

the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. THERE IS NO NEED.
 There are alternative waterfront

development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefi
ts for the local community.

What are the alternatives?

A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that alre
ady exist, are in the permitting process or

under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered
 as viable alternatives. Transport routes

that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia 
River Gorge also must be included in the

alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable 
waterfront development opportunities that

would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development 
with waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including 
transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

- Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffer
ed from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.
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- Raii expansion into sensitive are
as. Rail lines in the Gorge are cu

rrently near capacity. This propo
sal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would 
result in rail infrastructure expan

sion into sensitive areas in the Go
rge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat,
 rare plant habitat, and cultural 

resource sites. These likely impac
ts must be included

in the scope of review.

- Likelihood of accidents. Current 
coal train traffic in the Gorge has

 resulted in massive amounts of
 coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which 
weakens the train ballast and ca

uses accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has 
determined that coal dust is a "pe

rnicious ballast foulant," weakeni
ng rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The like
lihood of oil train derailments, the

 likely effects on the Columbia 
River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be 
analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources pr
otected by the Columbia River G

orge National Scenic Area Act. Th
e project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the s
cenic, natural, cultural and recrea

tion resources of the Columbia 
River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in t
he scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that
 the EIS address impacts to sEnsi

tive or special areas, such as the 
Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal
 would conflict with state, local,

 and federal protections for the e
nvironment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge Nation
al Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-

330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also 
requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry ou
t their respective functions in ac

cordance with the Columbia Riv
er Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.

RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the 
Governor are required to review 

projects for their impacts on the C
olumbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid thos
e impacts.

Thank you for considering these 
comments and including them i

nto the official record. Please ma
ke the right decisions.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Glacier Kingsford-Smith &F
amily

651 NW Sundown Lane

White Salmon, WA 98672
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J~a

#30283 
UTC~

From: 
Friends of the Columbia Gorg

e <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.
org> on behalf of Joseph Lee

<josephjlee@yahoo.com>

Sent: 
Tuesday, December 17, 2013 

1:09 PM

Ta 
EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: 
Docket No. EF-131590 Appli

cation No. 2013-01 Tesoro Sav
age Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comment
s

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation 
Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the
 Tesoro Savage Vancouver

 Energy Distribution Terminal.

As a former resident of Whi
te Salmon, WA and, now, a 

regular summer visitor to the 
Gorge, I oppose the Tesoro Sa

vage

project.

The proposed Tesoro Savage
 project would transport 360

,000 barrels of oil per day thr
ough the Columbia River Gorg

e

National Scenic Area. I have g
rave concerns about this pr

oposal and its impact on the C
olumbia River Gorge Nationa

l

Scenic Area. The scope of rev
iew under the State Environ

mental Policy Act (SEPA) must 
include the following:

What is the purpose of the p
roject? The purpose stateme

nt must not be narrowly wor
ded to only include the

construction of an oil termina
l for distribution of oil throug

h the region. The purpose sho
uld be broad enough to includ

e

providing for the energy needs
 of the region and providing

 opportunities for appropriat
e waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the 
local community.

Is there a need for this projec
t? There is not. This propos

al, in conjunction with other e
xisting and pending oil termin

als,

would result in a glut of oil in t
he Northwest that would far

 exceed current consumption
. There are alternative

waterfront development oppo
rtunities that would create

 jobs and generate greater be
nefits for the local community

.

What are the alternatives? A
 "no action" alternative; an 

alternative relying on other o
il terminals that already exist,

 are

in the permitting process or
 under construction; and redu

cing reliance on fossil fuels all
 must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport route
s that do not pass through c

ongressionally protected areas
, like the Columbia River Gor

ge

also must be included in the 
alternatives analyses. The EIS

 should also consider reasona
bly foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities t
hat would be incompatible w

ith an oil terminal, such as mix
ed. use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect a
nd cumulative effects of the

 proposal, including transport
ation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic A
rea, such as:

-Increased air pollution from
 train diesel emission. The G

orge already suffered from sm
og and visibility impairment 

up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitiv
e areas. Rail lines in the Gor

ge are currently near capacit
y. This proposal and other oil

 by rail

and coal export proposals w
ould result in rail infrastruct

ure expansion into sensitive a
reas in the Gorge, including
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wetlands, fish and wildlife ha
bitat, rare plant habitat, and

 cultural resource sites. The
se likely impacts must be in

cluded

in the scope of review.

- Likelihood of accidents. Cur
rent coal train traffic in the 

Gorge has resulted in massiv
e amounts of coal dust esca

ping

the open topped rail cars, wh
ich weakens the train balla

st and causes accidents. Th
e U.S.

Surface Transportation Boar
d has determined that coal 

dust is a "pernicious ballast
 foulant," weakening rail line

s and

resulting in derailments. The
 likelihood of oil train derai

lments, the likely effects on
 the Columbia River Gorge an

d the

impacts on communities must
 be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resource
s protected by the Columbi

a River Gorge National Scen
ic Area Act. The project's in

direct

and cumulative effects on the
 scenic, natural, cultural and

 recreation resources of the
 Columbia River Gorge Nati

onal

Scenic Area must be included.
 in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires
 that the EIS address impacts

 to sensitive or"special are
as, such as the Columbia Riv

er Gorge,

and the degree that the pro
posal would conflict with sta

te, local, and federal protect
ions for the environment, s

uch as

the Columbia River Gorge N
ational Scenic Area Act. WAC

 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). St
ate law also requires the Go

vernor

and all state agencies to carr
y out their respective functi

ons in accordance with the 
Columbia River Gorge Natio

nal

Scenic Area Act.

RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and th
e Governor are required to 

review projects for their imp
acts on the Columbia River 

Gorge

and to take actions to avoid 
those impacts.

Thank you for considering the
se comments and including

 them into the official recor
d.

Sincerely,

Mr. Joseph Lee

3101 Landover St, Apt 1404

Alexandria, VA 22305
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Tesoro swage csR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment (uT~)

#30284,+,

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@
GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Nora Polk

<nora.mattek@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:09 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013
-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Sava
ge Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project woul
d transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day 

through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave conce
rns about this proposal and its impact on th

e Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must 

include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The pu
rpose statement must not be narrowly wo

rded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distributi
on of oil through the region. The purpose s

hould be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region
 and providing opportunities for appropriate

 waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local communi
ty.

Is there a need for this project? There is no
t. This proposal, in conjunction with other

 existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwe
st that would far exceed current consumpt

ion. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities tha
t would create jobs and generate greater be

nefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" a
lternative; an alternative relying on other 

oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construct
ion; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels al

l must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not 
pass through congressionally protected ar

eas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives ana
lyses. The EIS should also consider reason

ably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be 
incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mi

xed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct; indirect and cumula
tive effects of the proposal, including transp

ortation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

- Increased air pollution from train diesel e
mission. The Gorge already suffered from sm

og and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- flail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail l
ines in the Gorge are currently near capacity

. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result i
n rail infrastructure expansion into sensiti

ve areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare p
lant habitat, and cultural resource sites. The

se likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge ha
s resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and 
causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is
 a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments,
 the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

- Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia Ri
ver Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recr
eation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensit
ive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, 
local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 
197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in 
accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.

RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review 
projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them 
into the official record.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Nora Polk

6405 SE 62nd Ave

Portland, OR 97206-6605
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Tesoro Savage CBR

scoping comment :~ (UTC)
#30285

Docket EF-131
590

From: 
Sierra Club <information@s

ierraclub.org> on behalf of Jeff
rey Dunnicliff

<jdunnicliff@comcast.net>

Sent: 
Tuesday, December 17, 2013 

1:15 PM

To: 
EFSEC(UTC)

Subject: 
Comment on Docket No. EF-1

31590, Application No. 2013-
01

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

Yes, it's a form letter, but whi
ch clearly articulates my conc

erns.

Clinging to the past will bury u
s. We need to move to "alt

ernative" (which by now shou
ld have been mainstream)

energy sources now.

I'm writing regarding Docket No
. EF-131590, Application No

. 2013-01 to urge the Washin
gton Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to a
ssess the full environmental

 and public safety impact of th
e joint Tesoro-Savage propo

sal

to turn the Port of Vancouve
r into a major crude oil expor

t terminal.

If approved, the plan would re
sult in 380,000 barrels of oil 

each day being shipped thro
ugh Spokane, the Columbia R

iver

Gorge National Scenic Area, 
Vancouver and other Northwe

st communities. Oil-by-rail is
 a bad deal for Washington St

ate.

The project comes at a steep p
rice for rail communities an

d the Columbia River, yet off
ers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impa
cts of this project, I urge yo

u to recommend the rejecti
on of Tesoro-Savage's proposal

.

The public safety and enviro
nmental impacts of this prop

osal deserve close scrutiny. Fo
r example, EFSEC must assess

:

1) The potential safety and 
environmental impacts of a la

rge train-related oil spill or e
xplosion along the rail route 

in

Washington and beyond. Rece
nt derailment disasters in La

c-Megantic, Quebec and Ala
bama have shown that these ri

sks

are far too real. The tragedy 
in Quebec, in particular, hig

hlighted the extreme danger
 of the same type of oil and tan

kers

that would be traveling thro
ugh our communities.

Forty-seven people died in th
at explosion, which also dev

astated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oi
l tanker spill on Washington

 State waters and along the 
shipping route.

3) The transportation and pu
blic health impacts of addit

ional unit train traffic throug
h communities along the pro

posed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emer
gency response capabilities 

in Vancouver, where oil trains
 would deliver and store oil,

 and

other communities along the r
ail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on cli
mate change. This analysis sho

uld include climate change 
impacts from crude oil as wel

l as

tar sands oil from cradle to grav
e.

5) The impact of the project's 
cradle-to-grave CO2 emissio

ns on the viability of the large 
oyster industry in Washington

State.
422



After carefully considering the safety, env
ironmental, and climate risks associated with

 the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the reje
ction ofTesoro-Savage's application.

Sincerely,

Mr. Jeffrey Dunnicliff

18068 McLean Rd SW

Vashon, WA 98070-5424

(206) 508-2034
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Tesoro savage C$rt Ca0CkF3t EF-131590
Scoping CDmrrient-

#30286 UT~~

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Amanda Morse 
<acm658

@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:15 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

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

Dec 17, 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 pub
lic safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export term
inal.

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 co
mmunities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Col
umbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to r
ecommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deser
ve 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-Megant
ic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in quebec, in particular, highlighted th
e 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 wate
rs and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional un
it train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Van
couver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities 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 r
isks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage'
s application.
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Sincerely,

Mrs. Amanda Morse

5526 NE Everett St

Portland, OR 97213-3136

425



Tesoro savage Cart DOCket EF-1315~J0

Scoping Comrnent~

#3o2s~ UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of B.
 Kate Rae <bkaterae@hei.net>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:15 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-0
1

Dec 17, 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 prop

osal

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 shi
pped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other North
west communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington S

tate.

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, I urge you
 to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's propo

sal.

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

:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a l
arge train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac
-Megantic, 4uebec and Alabama have shown that these 

risks

are far too real. The tragedy in 4uebec, in particular, highli
ghted 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 devas
tated the town.

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

3) The transportation and public health impacts of addition
al unit train traffic through'communities along the propo

sed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabilitie
s in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store 

oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis s
hould include climate change impacts from crude oil as w

ell as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emiss
ions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washi

ngton

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.

Sincerely,
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Ms. B. Kate Rae

23804 NE 182nd Ave

Battle Ground, WA 98604-9270

(360) 687-7030

427



-Tesoro savage ~BR C~OCket EF-131590
Scoping Comment.
#3ozss UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Lloyd
 Daniels

<Iloydadaniels@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:15 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-0
1

Dec 17, 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 prop

osal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil expo
rt terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of o
il each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia R

iver

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other North
west communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington S

tate.

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, I urge you
 to recommend the rejection of Tesoro-Savage's proposa

l.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this prop
osal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must asses

s:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a larg
e train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac
-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in quebec, in particular, highli
ghted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tan

kers

that would be traveling through our communities.

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

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

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additi
onal unit train traffic through communities along the pro

posed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabilitie
s in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil,

 and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis s
hould 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 emiss
ions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washi

ngton

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and 
climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection ofTesor
o-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mr. Lloyd Daniels

25210 Lake Wilderness Country Club Dr SE Maple Valley, WA 98
038-6094
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30289

From:

Sent:

To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

;UTC)
Docket EF-131590

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub
.org> on behalf of Estelle Davis

<estellefire@yahoo.com>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:15 PM

EFSEC(UTC)

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

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-1
31590, Application No. 2013-01 to u

rge the Washington Energy Facility Si
te

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess t
he full environmental and public saf

ety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savag
e 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 Columb
ia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vanco
uver and other Northwest communiti

es. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washi
ngton 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 o
f this project, I urge you to recomme

nd the rejection of Tesoro-Savage's
 proposal.

The public safety and environmenta
l impacts of this proposal deserve 

close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC mu
st assess:

1) The potential safety and environme
ntal impacts of a large train-relat

ed oil spill or explosion along the rail r
oute in

Washington and beyond. Recent dera
ilment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Qu

ebec and Alabama have shown that
 these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Queb
ec, in particular, highlighted the ext

reme danger of the same type of oil 
and tankers

that would be traveling through our c
ommunities.

Forty-seven people died in that expl
osion, which also devastated the to

wn.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker 
spill on Washington State waters an

d along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public h
ealth impacts of additional unit trai

n traffic through communities along t
he 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.

4) The project's impact on climate c
hange. This analysis should include c

limate change impacts from crude o
il as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the .project's cradle
-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viabi

lity of the large oyster industry in Wa
shington

State.

After carefully considering the safety,
 environmental, and climate risks as

sociated with the proposed oil ter
minal,

respectfully ask you to recommend th
e rejection ofTesoro-Savage's appl

ication.
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Sincerely,

Mrs. Estelle Davis

85213 S Willamette St

Eugene, OR 97405-9567
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Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment

#30290

From:

Sent:

To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

(UTC) 
Docket CF-131590

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub
.org> on behalf of Judith Litt

<jklitt@spiritone.com>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:15 PM

EFSEC (UTC)

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

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-13
1590, Application No. 2013-01 to u

rge the Washington Energy Facility Si
te

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess t
he full environmental and public saf

ety 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 38
0,000 barrels of oil each day being

 shipped through Spokane, the Columb
ia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancou
ver and other Northwest communities

. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washing
ton State.

The project comes at a steep price f
or rail communities and the Columbi

a River, yet offers few jobs in return
.

Based on the far reaching impacts o
f this project, I urge you to recomme

nd the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's
 proposal.

The public safety and environmenta
l impacts of this proposal deserve cl

ose scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must
 assess:

1) The potential safety and environme
ntal impacts of a large train-related

 oil spill or explosion along the rail rou
te in

Washington and beyond. Recent der
ailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Q

uebec and Alabama have shown that
 these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebe
c, in particular, highlighted the ext

reme danger of the same type of oil an
d tankers

that would be traveling through our c
ommunities.

Forty-seven people died in that expl
osion, which also devastated the tow

n.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker
 spill on Washington State waters an

d along the shipping route.

3) The transportation'and public hea
lth impacts of additional unit train

 traffic through communities along th
e proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency
 response capabilities in Vancouver,

 where oil trains would deliver and s
tore oil, and

other communities along the rail and 
shipping route.

4) The projects impact on climate cha
nge. This analysis should include cl

imate 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 viab

ility of the large oyster industry in Wa
shington

State.

After carefully considering the safety,
 environmental, and climate risks ass

ociated with the proposed oil termin
al,

respectfully ask you to recommend 
the rejection of Tesoro-Savage's ap

plication.
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Sincerely,

Ms. Judith Litt

3115 SE 6th Ave

Portland, OR 97202-2604

(503) 233-7437
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Tesoro Savage CaR DOCket EF-131590

Scaping Comment 
VT~~

#30241

From: 
Sierra Club <information@sierra

club.org> on behalf of Lisette W
est

< I rl i Bette @ ya ho o.co m >

Sent: 
Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:

15 PM

To: 
EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: 
Comment on Docket No. EF-131

590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 17, 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. 2

013-01 to urge the Washington E
nergy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to ass
ess the full environmental and 

public safety impact of the joint T
esoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver int
o a major crude oil export term

inal.

If approved, the plan would resul
t in 380,000 barrels of oil each

 day being shipped through Spok
ane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Van
couver and other Northwest c

ommunities. Oil-by-rail is a bad d
eal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep 
price for rail communities and th

e Columbia River, yet offers fe
w jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impact
s of this project, I urge you to 

recommend the rejection ofTes
oro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environ
mental impacts of this proposal

 deserve close scrutiny. For examp
le, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and envi
ronmental impacts of a large tr

ain-related oil spill or explosion a
long the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent
 derailment disasters in Lac-Me

gantic, Quebec and Alabama hav
e shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in 
Quebec, in particular, highlight

ed the extreme danger of the sa
me type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through
 our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that 
explosion, which also devastate

d the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil t
anker spill on Washington State

 waters and along the shipping ro
ute.

3) The transportation and public
 health impacts of additional u

nit train traffic through commun
ities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergen
cy response capabilities in V

ancouver, where oil trains would
 deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail 
and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climat
e change. This analysis should

 include climate change impact
s 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 oyst
er industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the 
safety, environmental, and clim

ate risks associated with the pro
posed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recomme
nd the rejection of Tesoro-Sav

age's application.
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Sincerely,

Mrs. Lisette West

5140 Green Hills Ave NE

Tacoma, WA 98422-1920

(206) 359-5650
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Tesoro savage csR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment - JTC~
#30292

From: Mary Ruth Holder <mruthholder@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:20 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Public Comment on Docket EF131590, Application 2013-01 proposed
 Tesoro Savage

Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal

Mr. Stephen Posner

Interim EFSEC Manager

Re: Comment on Docket EF131590, Application 2013-01, pro
posed Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal

Dear Mr. Posner:

In addition to concerns I have about significant adverse enviro
nmental impacts of shipping Bakken and tar

sands crude oil by vessels from the proposed Tesoro Termina
l, I am very concerned about the potential

environmental impacts and costs associated with the transpor
tation of Bakken and tar sands crude oil by rail

through Washington State and along the Columbia River to 
the facility. I have attached a link to a new article

about the terrible accident in Lac-Megantic, Quebec, involvi
ng the rail transportation of Bakken oil. This

important article details the numerous pathways taken by the
 oil and explosions in the community of Lac-

Megantic and into the lake as well as the costs thus far assoc
iated with cleanup of the oil:

Wendy Gillis, Lac-Megantic: How to get rid of a town's oil sta
in, Toronto Star, thestar.com Canada, published

Saturday, December 14, 2013,

http://www.thestar.com/news/canada/2013/12/14/lacmgantic h
ow to ~t rid of a towns oil stain.html#

Please use the information in this article, including the inter
active map and video, for your review. The scope

of the EIS for the Tesoro Savage facility must include a thor
ough analysis of the risks and consequences of

accidents involving tank cars carrying crude oil by rail to 
the proposed Tesoro Savage facility, and all

associated medical, clean up and remediation costs that woul
d be required for affected communities along the

rail line, workers and facilities at the port if an accident we
re to occur there, and for the restoration of all natural

resources. The review must also include a detailed discussi
on of who would be liable for the payment of these

costs and what public monies would be needed.

Thank you.
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Mary Ruth Holder

Mount Vernon, WA
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Docket EF-1315gc~
Tesoro Savage CBR_

Scoping Comment ~u.r~~

#30293

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> 
on behalf of John

Reynolds <john@reynoldsaudio.com>

Sent:. Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:39 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vanc
ouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Di
stribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barr
els of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal an
d its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Po
licy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must n
ot be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the 
region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportu
nities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in 
conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed
 current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and
 generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternativ
e relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reli
ance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressional
ly protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should 
also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

developmentopportunities thstwould be incompatible with an
 oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposa
l, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

- Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge alre
ady suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are cur
rently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure exp
ansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural 
resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted. in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board _has. determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National.Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Mr. John Reynolds

12737 SE 25th Ave

Milwaukie, OR 97222-7938

(503) 388-8298
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Tesoro savage cBR ppCk~t EF-131590

Scoping Comment uT~)

#30294

.From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.or
g> on behalf of Tom Keys

<tkeyshike@msn.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:39 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Sava
ge Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver En
ergy Distribution Terminal.

As a resident of Gresham, OR very near the mouth ofi the
 astounding Columbia River Gorge, I can honestly say it is 

one of

fthe most iconic and beautiful outdoor gems we have as a 
country, not just as Oregonians or Washingtonians. It's just

plain sense to keep out any risk of environmental disaste
r resulting from an industrial endeavor that will profit only a

few let alone something that profits many. Our gorge is a r
are place with residents that live there and countless mor

e

that visit. It must be preserved through millenia for nature, 
water, and people.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,0
00 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorg

e

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this prop
osal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Enviro
nmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statem
ent must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil thro
ugh the region. The purpose should be broad enough to inc

lude

providing for the energy needs of the region and providi
ng opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This propos
al, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil termin

als,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far
 exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jo
bs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alt
ernative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, 

are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reduci
ng reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viabl

e

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through 
congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Go

rge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. Th
e EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible 
with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the 
proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The G
orge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.
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- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently nea
r capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensi
tive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites
. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.

- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted i
n massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents.
 The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast f
oulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on t
he Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Sceni
c Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources o
f the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special area
s, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protec
tions for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii
). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with t
he Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.

RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impact
s on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official reco
rd.

Sincerely,

Mr. Tom Keys

1103 SE 21st Ct

Gresham, OR 97080-9340
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Dxkct ~F~~3~59~
Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment uT~~

#30295

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeF
riends.org> on behalf of Dan

Sherwood <dsphoto@spiritone.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:39 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01
 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage V
ancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would trans
port 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Co

lumbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about th
is proposal and its impact on the Columbia Riv

er Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State
 Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include th

e following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose 
statement must not be narrowly worded to only 

include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of
 oil through the region. The purpose should be br

oad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and 
providing opportunities for appropriate waterfro

nt development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. Th
is proposal, in conjunction with other existing and 

pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest th
at would far exceed current consumption. There ar

e alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would 
create jobs and generate greater benefits for the lo

cal community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternat
ive; an alternative relying on other oil terminals t

hat already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; a
nd reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be 

considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass 
through congressionally protected areas, like the Co

lumbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses
. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeab

le waterfront

development opportunities that would be inco
mpatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use d

evelopment with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effe
cts of the proposal, including transportation impa

cts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emiss
ion. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visi

bility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines i
n the Gorge are currently near capacity. This pro

posal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail 
infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the 

Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habi
tat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impac

ts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the 
Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust

 escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ba
llast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that 
coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening 

rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train d
erailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River

 Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

- Adverse effects to resources protected by the Col
umbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The pr

oject's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural
 and recreation resources of the Columbia River G

orge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review
.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address im
pacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columb

ia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict wit
h state, local, and federal protections for the envir

onment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. 
WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires 

the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective fun
ctions in accordance with the Columbia River Go

rge National

Scenic Area Act.

RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required
 to review projects for their impacts on the Columbi

a River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and inc
luding them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Mr. Dan Sherwood

1719 SE 35th Ave

Portland, OR 97214-5038

445



Tesoro Sawage CB
R DOCI(~t ~F-1315gp

Scopir~g Comment 
(u,rC)

#3029b.

From:. 
Sierra Club <information@sierrac

lub.org> on behalf of Becky Stephe
nson

<bloustephenson@gmail.com>

Sent: 
Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:45 

PM

To: 
EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: 
Comment on Docket No. EF-1315

90, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

I'm writing regarding Docket No. E
F-131590, Application No. 2013-0

1 to urge the Washington Energy F
acility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to asses
s the full environmental and publ

ic safety impact of the joint Tesoro
-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a
 major crude. oil export termin

al.

If approved, the plan would result 
in 380,000 barrels of oil each day

 being shipped through Spokane, t
he Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vanc
ouver and other Northwest commun

ities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for
 Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price
 for rail communities and the Col

umbia River, yet offers few jobs in 
return.

Based on the far reaching impacts
 of this project, I urge you to rec

ommend the rejection of Tesoro-S
avage's proposal.

The public safety and environment
al impacts of this proposal deser

ve close scrutiny. For example, EFS
EC must assess:

1) The potential safety and enviro
nmental impacts of a large train-r

elated oil spill or explosion along th
e rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent d
erailment disasters in Lac-Meganti

c, Quebec and Alabama have sh
own that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Que
bec, 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 e
xplosion, which also devastated th

e town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tan
ker spill on Washington State wate

rs and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public h
ealth impacts of additional unit t

rain traffic through communities 
along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergenc
y response capabilities in Vancou

ver, where oil trains would deliv
er and store oil, and

other communities along the rail an
d shipping route.

4)- The project's impact on climate ch
ange. This analysis should includ

e climate change impacts from cru
de oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cra
dle-to-grave CO2 emissions on th

e viability of the large oyster indust
ry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safe
ty, environmental, and climate 

risks associated with the proposed
 oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend 
the rejection of Tesoro-Savage's 

application.
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Sincerely,

Ms. Becky Stephenson

1725 NW 7th St

Bend, OR 97701-1768

(503) 389-5734
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Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment
#30297

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

UTC)

Docket EF-13159Q

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Arlys
 Fones

<arlysfones@yahoo.com>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:45 PM

EFSEC (UTC)

Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-0
1

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 an
d 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 ea
ch day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other North
west communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington Stat

e.

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, I urge you
 to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposa

l.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this propos
al 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-M
egantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highli
ghted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tan

kers

that would be traveling through our communities.

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

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

3) The transportation and public health impacts of addition
al unit train traffic through communities along the propose

d

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabilitie
s in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil,

 and

other communities along the rail and~shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis sho
uld include climate change impacts from crude oil as wel

l as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emiss
ions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washingt

on

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and 
climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-
Savage's application..
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Sincerely,

Mrs. Arlys Fones

9114 SW Trail Ct

Portland, OR 97219-4369
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Tesoro savage CaR DOCk~t EF-131 ~~0
Scoping Comment ~uT~~

#30298

From:. Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org>
 on behalf of Kathy Mccann

<jeffpatdan@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:45 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

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

Dec 17, 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 Washingt

on Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full e
nvironmental and public safety impact of th

e 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 thro

ugh Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and 
other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a 

bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail com
munities and the Columbia River, yet offer

s few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this proj
ect, I urge you to recommend the rejection 

ofTesoro-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 i
mpacts of a large train-related oil spill or exp

losion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment d
isasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alaba

ma have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in p
articular, highlighted the extreme danger

 of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our commun
ities.

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

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

ing route.

3) The transportation and public health impac
ts of additional unit train traffic through co

mmunities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency respon
se capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains 

would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipp
ing route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This
 analysis should include climate change im

pacts 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 larg

e oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, envir
onmental, and climate risks associated with th

e proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the reje
ction ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mrs. Kathy Mccann

843 Harvest Ct SE

Tumwater, WA 98501-8622

(360) 754-1748
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

~ #30299

From:

Sent:

To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

Docket E~-131590
iTC)

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub
.org> on behalf of Kathryn Jensen <k

ate.jensen24

@gmail.com>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:45 PM

EFSEC (UTC)

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

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-
131590, Application No. 2013-01 to ur

ge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess 
the full environmental and public safe

ty 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 bei

ng shipped through Spokane, the Colum
bia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouv
er and other Northwest communities

. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washing
ton 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, I urge you to recommen

d the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's pro
posal.

The public safety and environmental
 impacts of this proposal deserve c

lose scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must
 assess:

1) The potential safety and environm
ental impacts of a large train-relate

d oil spill or explosion along the rail ro
ute in

Washington and beyond. Recent dera
ilment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Qu

ebec and Alabama have shown that 
these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Que
bec, in particular, highlighted the ext

reme danger of the same type of oil 
and tankers

that would be traveling through our 
communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explos
ion, which also devastated the town

.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker
 spill on Washington State waters an

d along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public hea
lth impacts of additional unit train t

raffic through communities along the
 proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency 
response capabilities in Vancouver

, where oil trains would deliver and sto
re oil, and

other communities along the rail an
d shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate cha
nge. This analysis should include c

limate change impacts from. crude oil
 as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-t
o-grave CO2 emissions on the viabi

lity of the large oyster industry in Wash
ington

State.

After carefully considering the safety,
 environmental, and climate risks as

sociated with the proposed oil termi
nal,

respectfully ask you to recommend 
the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's ap

plication.
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Sincerely,

Miss Kathryn Jensen

349 NE 51st St

Seattle, WA 98105-3705

(360) 951-7027
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Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment
#30300

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

~'~cket EF-731590
UTC)

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Sherry Davis

<davisholidays@q.com>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 1:45 PM

EFSEC (UTC)
Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

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. Oil-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, I 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-Megantic, 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 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.

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 ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mrs. Sherry Davis

2325 52nd Ave

Longview, WA 98632-6209
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